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'TO THE GREAT VARIETY OF READERS' 

Shakespeare’s First Folio, Sig. 


This work is a reprint, with some omissions and abbrevia- 
tions, of the author’s ‘ Life of William Shakespeare,’ and is 
designed for the use of students and general readers who 
seek a complete and accurate account of the great dramatist’s 
career and achievement in a small space at a moderate cost, 
d'he aim of the volume is to present, in language as terse 
and definite as possible, the net results of trustworthy 
research respecting Shakespeare’s life and writings. In 
regard to topics of controversy the author confines himself 
to a statement of his final conclusions, and ventures to refer 
to the unabbreviated editions of the book all who desire to 
examine the grounds on which those conclusions are based. 
The footnotes in the larger editions give ample references 
to original authorities and discuss in detail points of doubt 
anci difficulty ; biy; although these footnotes are now 
om’ttcd, the more •pertinent pieces of illustrative informa- 
tion which. they contain are incorporated in the present 
text. In accordance, too, with the distinctive scheme of 
this volume, the chapters which in former editions dealt at 
ler\gth with the character and significance of Shakespeare’s 
sonnets Hiave been greatly abridged, and those sections of 
the Appendix which were deemed essential to the exhaus- 
tive discussion of the subject have been excluded. But 
sufficient information has been retained to make thfe story 
of the sonnet^ perfectly coherent, and to indicate the precise 
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lines of study that have led the author to the solutions, 
which he offers here, of the difficult problems which the 
poems present. 

At the end of the volume will be found, as in the former 
editions, a succinct bibliography of Shakespearean literature 
and a note on the BacomShakespeare controversy. The 
pictorial illustrations include the ‘ Droeshout ’ painting or 
‘ Flower portrait ’ of Shakespeare in photogravure, facsimiles 
of all surviving specimens of his handwriting, a repro- 
duction of the title-page of the First Folio edition of his 
works, and a facsimile of the contemporary inscription in 
Jaggard’s presentation copy of the First Folio, now belong- 
ing to Mr. Coningsby Sibthorp. The full list of contents 
is intended to serve the purpose of a chronological table 
of the events and literature of which the book treats. 
Finally, it is hoped that the elaborate index will give the 
student ready control of the somewhat varied stores of 
information which the volume brings under his survey. 


PREFACE TO NEW EDITION, 

A CALL for a new edition of this work has enabled me to 
correct a few errors, which figured in the hrst issue, and to 
bring the information, as far as is poi^ible, up to date. I 
have inserted in chapter xiv. (p.0141) bvief accounts of two 
references to Shakespeare which have been recently dis- 
covered in contemporary documents. I have also made some 
additions of importance to my account of the First Folio 
in chapter xvii., and to the bibliographies which figure in the 
Appendix. 

Sidney Lee. 


June 20, 1907. 
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SHAKESPEARE’S SIFE AND WORK 


I 

PARENTAGE AND PIRTH 

Shakespeare came of a family whose surname was borne 
through the middle ages by residents in very many parts of 
England^at Penrith in Cumberland, at Kirkland and 
Doncaster in Yorkshire, as well as in nearly all the midland 
counties. The surname had originally a martial signifi- 
cance, implying capacity in the wielding of the spear. Its 
Yirst recorded holder is William Shakespeare or ‘ Sakspcre,’ 
who was convicted of robbery and hanged in 1248; he 
belonged to Clapton, a hamlet (about seven miles south of 
Stratford-om-Avon) in the hundred of Kiftergate, Clouces- 
tershire, The second recorded holder of the surname is 
John Shakespeare, who in 1279 was living at ‘ hVeyndon, 
})crhaps Frittcndcn, Kent. I'he great mediaeval guild of 
St. Anne at Knowle, whose members included the leading 
inhabitants of Warwickshire, was joined by many Shakc- 
speares in the fifteenth century. In the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries the surname is found far more 
frequently in Warwickshire than elsewhere. The archives 
of no less than twe»ity-four towns and villages there contain 
noti(?es of Shakespeare f^iilies in the sixteenth century, and 
as many as. thirty-four Warwick^shire tt^wns or villages were 
inhabited by Shakespeare families in the seventeenth century. 
Among therfi all William was a common Christian name. 
At Rowington, twelve miles to the north of Stratford, and 
inP the same hundred of Barlichway, one of the most 
prolific Shakespeare families of Warwickshire resided in the 
sixteenth century, and no less than three Richard Shake- 
speares of Rowington, whose extant wills were proved 
respectively in 1560, 1591, and 1614, were fathers sons 
ailed William. At least one other William Shakespeare 
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Distribu- 
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name. 
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SHAKESPEARE^S LIFE AND PPORE 


The poet’s 
ancestry. 


The poet’s 
father. 


was during the period a resident in Rowiiigton. As a 
consequence, the poet has been more than once credited with 
achievements which rightly belong to one or other of his 
numerous contemporaries who were identically named. 

'The poet’s ancestry cannot be defined with absolute 
certainty. 'The poet’s father, when applying for a grant of 
arms in 1596, claimed that his grandfather (the poet’s great- 
grandfather) received for services rendered in war a grant of 
land in Warwickshire from Henry Vll (see p. 94). No 
precise confirmation of this pretension has been discovered, 
and it may be, after the manner of heraldic genealogy, 
fictitious. But there is a probability that the poet came of 
good yeoman stock, and that his ancestors to the fourth 
or fifth generation were fairly substantial landowners. 
Adam Shakespeare, a tenant by military service of land at 
Baddesley Clinton in 1389, seems to have been great- 
grandfather of one Richard Shakespeare who held land at 
Wroxhall in Warwickshire during the first thirty-four years 
(at least) of the sixteenth century. Another Richard 
Shakespeare who is conjectured to have been nearly akin to' 
the Wroxhall family was settled as a farmer at Snitterfield, 
a village four miles to the north of Stratford-on-Avon, in 
1528. It is probable that he was the poet’s grandfather. 
In 1550 he was renting a messuage and land at, Snitter- 
field of Robert Arden ; he died at the close of 1560, and 
on February to of the next year letters of administration of 
his goods, chattels, and debts were issued to his son John 
by the Probate Court at Worcester. His goods were 
valued at 35/. ijs., which would be equivalent to 286/. ifix. 
in modern currency, the purchasing power of money being 
then eight times what it is now. Besides the son John, 
Richard of vSnittcrfield certainly had a son Henry ; while a 
Thomas Shakespeare, a considerable landholder at Snitter- 
field between 1563 and 1583, whose parentage is undeter- 
mined, may have oeen a third son. The son Henry 
remained all his life at Snitterfield, engaged in farming with 
diminishing success, and died in embarrassed circumstances 
in December 1596. John, the son, who administered 
Richard’s estate, was in all likelihood the poet’s father. 

About 1551 John Shakespeare left Snitterfield, which 
was his birthplace, to seek a career in the neighbouring 
borougb of Stratford-on-Avon. There he soon set up as a 
trader in all manner of agricultural produce. Corn, wool, 
malt, meat, skins, and leather were among the commodities in 
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which he dealt. Documents of a somewhat later date often 
describe him as a glover. Aubrey, Shakespeare’s first bio- 
grapher, repor 1 ;ed the tradition that he was a butcher. But 
thou^ b( 5 th designations doubtless indicated important 
bran^es of his business, neither can be regarded as disclosing 
its full extent. : The land which his family farmed at Snitter- 
field supplied him with his varied stock-in-trade. As long 
as his father lived he seems to have been a frequent vigitor 
to Snittcrficld, and, like his father and brothers, he was 
until the date of his father’s death occasionally designated a 
farmer or ‘ husbandman ’ of that place. But it was with 
Stratford-on-Avon that his life was mainly identified. 

In April 1552 he was living there in Henley Street, a 
thoroughfare leading to the market town of Henley-in- 
Arden, and he is first mentioned in the borough records as 
paying in that month a fine of twelvepence for having a 
dirt-heap in front of his house. His frequent appearances 
in the years that follow as either plaintiff or defendant in 
suits heard in the local court of record for the recovery of 
small debts suggest that he was a keen man of business. 
A contemporary describes him as ‘ merry-cheeked ’ and 
quick at humorous repartee. In early life he prospered in 
crade, and in October 1556 purchased two freehold tene- 
ments at Stratford — one, with a garden, in Henley Street 
(it adjoins that now known as the poet’s birthplace), and 
the other in Greenhill Street with a garden and croft. 
Thenceforth he played a prominent part in municipal 
affairs. In 1557 he was elected an ale-taster, whose duty 
it was to test the quality of malt liquors and bread. About 
the same time he was elected a burgess or town councillor, 
and in^.September 1558, and again on October 6, 1559, he 
was appointed ctie of the four petty constables by a vote 
of 'the jury of the couft-lcet. In 1561 he was elected one 
of the .two chamberlains of the Jjorough, an office of 
responsibility which he held for two years. He delivered 
his secohd statement of accounts (i the corporation in 
January 1564. When attesting documents he occasionally 
^ade his mark, but there is some evidence in the Stratford 
archives that he could write ; and he was credited with 
financial aptitude. The municipal accounts, which were 
checked by tallies and counters, were audited by him after 
he ceased to be chamberlain, and he more flian once 
advanced small sums of money to the corporation. 
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SHAKESPEAimS. LIFE AND ]PoRK 


The poet’s 

mother. 


With characteristic shrewdness he chose a wife of assured 
fortune — Mary, youngest daughter of Robert Arden, a 
wealthy farmer of Wilmcote in the parish of Akon Cantlowe, 
near Stratford. The Arden family in its chief britnch, which 
was settled at I^arkhall, Warwickshire, ranked with the most 
influential of the county. Robert Arden, a progenitor of 
that branch, was sheriff of Warwickshire and Leicestershire 
in V43^ (i6 Hen. VI), and this sheriff’s direct descendant, 
Edward Arden, who was him.self high sheriff oLWarwickshire 
in 1575, was executed in 1583 for alleged complicity in a 
Roman Catholic plot vigainst the life of Queen Elizabeth. 
John Shakespeare’s wife l)elonged to a humbler branch of 
the family, and there is no trustworthy evidence to determine 
the exact degree of kinship between the two branches. Her 
grandfather, Thomas Arden, purchased in 1501 an estate at 
Snitterfield, which passed, with other property, to her father 
Robert ; John Shakespeare’s father, Richard, was one of 
this Robert Arden’s Snitterfield tenants. By his first wife, 
whose name is not known, Robert Arden had seven 
daughters, of whom all but two married ; John Shakespeare’s 
wife seems to have been the youngest. Robert Arden’s 
second wife, Agnes or Anne, widow of John Hill {d. 1545), 
a substantial farmer of Bearlcy, survived him ; IhU by her 
he had no issue. When he died at the end of 1 556, he 
owned a farmhouse at Wilmcote and many acres, besides 
some hundred acres at Snitterfield, with two farmhouses 
which he let out to tenants. The post-mortem inventory 
of his goods, which was made on December 9, 1556, shows 
that he had lived in comfort ; his house was adorned by as 
many as eleven ‘painted cloths,’ which then did duty for 
tapestries among the middle class. The exordium of his 
will, which was drawn up on November* 24, 1556, and 
proved on December 16 following, ffidicates that he was'’an 
observant Catholic. J’or his two youngest daughters, Alice 
and Mary he showed especial affection by nominating them 
his executors. Mary received not only 6/. i^s, ^d. in 
money, but the fce-.simple of Asbies, his chief property at 
Wilmcote, consisting of a house with some fifty acres of 
land. She also acquired, under an earlier settlement, an 
interest in two me.ssuagesat Snitterfield. But, although she 
was well provided with worldly goods, she was apparently 
without Mucation ; several extant documents bear her 
mark, and there is no proof that she could sign Ijer name. 
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John ShSkespeare’s marriage with Mary Arden doubtless 
took place at Aston Cantlowe, the parish church of Wilmcote, 
in the autumn of 1557 (the church registers begin at a later 
date)^ On September 15, 1558, his first child, a daughter, 

Joan, was baptised in the church of Stratford. A second 
child, another Viaughter, Margaret, was baptised on Decem- 
ber 2, 1562 ; but both these children died in infancy. The The poet’ 
poet William, the first son and third child, was born* on hirth and 
April 22 or 23, 1564. The latter date is generally accepted h^ptism. 
as his birthday, mainly (it would appear) on the ground 
that it was the day of his death. There is no positive 
evidence on the subject, but the Stratford parish registers 
attest that he was baptised on April 26. 

Some doubt is justifiable as to the ordinarily accepted Alleged 
scene his birth. Of two adjoining houses now forming 
a detached building on the north side of Henley Street, that ^ 
to the east was purchased by John Shakespeare in 1556, 
but there is no evidence that he owned or occupied the 
house to the west before 15 75. Yet this western house has 
been ktiown since 1759 as the poet’s birthplace, and a room 
on the first floor is claimed as that in which he was born. 

1'he two houses subsequently came Ijy bequest of the poet’s 
granddaughter to the family of the poet’s sister, Joan Hart, 
and while the eastern tenement was, let out to strangers for 
more than two centuries, and by them converted into an 
inn, the ‘ birthplace’ was until 1806 occupied by the Harts, 
who latterly carried on there the trade of butcher. The 
fact of its long occupancy by the poet’s collateral descend- 
ants accounts for the identification of the western rather than 
the eastern tenement with his birthplace. Jk)th houses 
were purchased in behalf of subscribers to a public fund on 
Se^^tember 16, 1.547, cxten.sive restoration, were 

converted into a single domicile for the purposes of a public 
museunT. Much of the Elizabethan timber and stonework 
survives^ , but a cellar under the ‘birthplace’ is the only 
portion which remains as it was at the date of the poet’s 
l^irth. The houses were presented under a deed of trust 
to the corporation of Stratford in 1866, and were in 1891 
transferred by an Act of Parliament to an independent 
Tru^, in which was vested at the same time the New Place 
estate in the town, a property which was al^ closely 
identified with Shakespeare’s career {see page 97 below). 
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S//AKESPKARE^S LIFE AND WORK 


II 

CHILDHOOD, EDUCATION, AND iVAKRIAGE 


The father 
in muni- 
cipal 
office. 


In July 1564, when William was three months old, the 
plague raged with unwonted vehemence at Stratford, and 
his father liberally contributed to the relief of its poverty- 
stricken victims. Fortune still favoured him. Or\July 4, 
1565, he reached the dignity of an alderman. From 1567 
onwards he was accorded in the corporation archives the 
honourable prefix of ‘ Mr.’ At Michaelmas 1 568 he attained 
the higl^cst office in the corporation gift, tliat of bailiff, and 
during his year of office the cort)oration for the first time 
entertained actors at Stratford. 'I'he Queen’s Company 
and the h^arl of Worcester’s Company each received from 
John Shakespeare an official welcome. 'The circumstance 
that he was the first bailiff to encoiirage actors to 
visit Stratford proves that his religion was not that of 
the contemporary puritan, whose hostility to all forms of 
dramatic representations was one of his most persistent 
characteristics. On September 5, 1571, John Shakespeare 
was chief alderman, a post which he retained till Septem- 
ber 30 the following year. In 1573 Alexander Webbe, the 
husband of his wife’s sister Margaret, made him overseer of 
his will ; in 1575 he bought two ho^iscs in,Stratford, one of 
them doubtless the alleged birthplace in Henley Street; 
in 1576 he contributed twelvepence to the headless salary. 
But after Michaelmas 1572 he took a less actiye part in 
municipal afffiirs ; he grew irregular in his attendance at 
the council meetings, and signs were soon apparent that 
his luck had turned. In 1578 he was unable to pay, with 
his colleagues, either the sum of fourpence for the relief of 
the poor or his contribution ‘ towards the furniture of three 
pikemcn,^two bellmen, and one archer ’ who were sent by 
the corporation to attend a muster of the trained bands of 
the county. 
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Meanwhile his family was increasing. Four children 
besides the poet — three sons, Gilbert (baptised October 13, 
1566), Richard (baptised March ii, 1574), and Edmund 
(baptised May 3, 1580), with a daughter Joan (baptised 
April 15, 1569) — reached maturity. A daughter Ann was 
baptised Septertiber 28, 1571, and was buried on April 4, 
1579. To meet his growing liabilities, the father borrowed 
money from his wife’s kinsfolk, and he and his wife niQrt- 
gaged, on November 14, 1578, Asbies, her valuable 
property at Wilmcote, for 40/. to hklmund Lambert of 
.Barton-on-the- Heath, who had married her sister, Joan 
Arden. Lambert was to receive no interest on his loan, 
but was to take the ‘ rents and profits ’ of the estate. 
Asbies was thereby alienated for ever. Next year, on 
October 15, 1579, John and his wife made over to Robert 
VVebbe, doubtless a relative of Alexander Webbe, for the 
sum apparently of 40/., his wife’s property at Snitterfield. 

John vShakespeare obviously chafed under the humilia- 
tion of having parted, although as he hoped only tem- 
porarily, with his wife’s property of Asbies, apd in the 
autumn of 1580 he offered to pay off the mortgage; but his 
brother-in-law, Lambert, retorted that other sums were 
owing, and he would accept all or none. The negotiation, 
which was the beginning of much litigation, thus proved 
abortive. ITrough j 585 and 1586 a creditor, John Brown, 
was embarrassingly importunate, and, after obtaining a 
writ of distraint, Brown informed the local court that the 
debtor had no goods on which distraint could be levied. On 
September 6, 1 586, John was deprived of his alderman’s gown, 
on the ground of his long absence from the council meetings. 

Happily John Shakespeare was at no expense for the 
education of his •four sons. They were entitled to free 
tuition at the grammai' school of ^Stratford, which was re- 
constituted on a medixval foundation by Edward VI. 
The elcjest son, William, probably entered the school in 
157 when Walter Roche was retiring from the mastership 
in favour of Simon Hunt, a bachelor of arts, who lived on 
Vill near the end of the century. As was customary in pro- 
vincial schools, he was taught to write the ‘ Old English ’ 
character, which resembles that still in vogue in Germany. 
He was never taught the Italian script, which at the time 
was rapidly winning its way in fashionable culturdtl society, 
and is now universal among Englishmen. Until his death 
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Shakespeare’s ‘ Old English ’ handwriting tefitified to his 
provincial education. The general instruction that he 
received was mainly confined to the Latin language and 
literature. From the Latin accidence, boys of* the period, 
at schools of the type of that at Stratford, were led, through 
conversation books like the ‘ Sentential Pudriles ’ and Lily’s 
grammar, to the perusal of such authors as Seneca, Terence, 
Cii^ero, Virgil, Plautus, Ovid, and TTorace. The eclogues of 
the popular renaissance poet, Mantuanus, were often pre- 
ferred to Virgil’s for beginners. 'I'he rudiments of Oreek 
were occasionally taught in Elizabethan grammar schools to- 
very promising pupils ; but such coincidences as have 
been detected between expressions in Greek plays and in 
Shakespearean drama seem due to accident, and not to 
Shakespeare’s study, either at school or elsewhere, of the 
Athenian drama. 

Dr. Farmer enunciated in his ‘ h^ssay on Shakespeare’s 
Learning’ (1767) the theory that vShakespeare knew no 
language but his own, and owed whatever knowledge he 
displayed of the classics and of Italian and French litera- 
ture to F.nglish tran.slations. But several of the books in 
French and Italian whence Shakespeare derived the plots 
of his dramas — Bellcforcst’s ‘ Histoires Tragifjues,’ Ser 
Giovanni’s ‘II Pecorone,’ and Cinthio’s Hecatommithi,’ 
for example - were not accessible to him in English transla- 
tions ; and on more general grounds the theory of his 
ignorance is ade(iuately confuted. A boy with Shakespeare’s 
exceptional alertness of intellect, during whose schooldays 
a training in Latin classics lay within reach, could hardly 
lack in future years all means of access to the literature of 
h ranee and Italy. 

The pod’s ^V^ith the Latin and ITench languages,* indeed, and with 
classical many Latin poets of the school curriculum, Shakespeare in 

equip. j^jg writings openly acknowledged his acquaintance. In 

merit. ‘Henry V’ the dialogue in many scenes is carricid on in 
ITench which is grammatically accurate if not idiomatic. 
In the mouth of his .schoolmasters, Holofernes in ‘Love’s 
Labour’s Lost ’ and Sir Hugh Evans in ‘Merry Wives 0/ 
Windsor,’ Shakespeare placed Latin phrases drawn directly 
from Lily’s grammar, from the ‘ Sententiae Pueriles,’ "and 
from ‘the good old Mantuan.’ The influence of Ovid, 
especially* the ‘ Metamorphoses,’ was apparent throughout 
his earliest literary work, both poetic and dramjitic, and is 
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discernible in the ^ Tempest/ his latest play (v. i. 33 seq,). 

In the Bodleian Library there is a copy of the Aldine 
edition of Ovief's ‘ Metamorphoses’ (1502), and on the title 
is the signature ‘ Sh‘'./ which experts have declared — 

not quite conclusively*~to be a genuine autograph of 
the poet. Oviid’s Latin text was certainly familiar to 
him. His closest adaptations of Ovid’s ^Metamorphoses’ 
often reflect, however, the phraseology of the popujar 
English ver.sio'n by Arthur Golding, of which some seven 
editions were issued between 1565 and 1597. From riautus 
, Shakespeare drew the plot of the ‘ Comedy of Errors,’ and 
it is just possible that Plautus’s comedies, too, were acce.ssible 
in English. Shakespeare had no title to rank as a classical 
scholar, and he did not disdain a liberal use of translations. 

His lack of exact scholarship fully accounts for the ‘small 
Latin and less Greek’ with which he was credited by his 
scholarly friend, Ben Jonson. But Aubrey’s report that 
‘ he understood Latin pretty well ’ need not be contested, 
and his knowledge of French may be estimated to have 
u(]Lialled his knowledge of Latin, while he doubtless 
possessed just sufficient accjuaintance with Italian to enable 
him to discern the drift of an Italian poem or novel. 

Of the^'few English books accessible to him in his Shake- 
schooldays, the chief was the English Bilfle, either in the 
popular Genevan version, first issued in a complete form in 
1560, or in the Bishops’ revision of 1568, which the 
Authori.scd Version of 1611 closely followed. References 
to scriptural characters and incidents are not conspicuous 
in Shakespeare’s plays, but, such as they are, they are drawn 
from all parts of the Bible, and indicate that general 
acquaintance with the narrative of both Old and New 
d'estarnents which^ clever boy would be certain to acquire 
either in the schoolroom'^or at church on .Sundays. Shake- 
speare quotes or adapts l)iblical phrq;;>es with far greater 
frequency than he makes allusion to episodes in biblical 
history. But many such phrases enjoyed proverbial currency, 
and others, which were more recondite, were borrowed 
fA)m Holinshed’s ‘ Chronicles ’ and secular works whence 
he drew his plots. As a rule his use of scriptural phraseo- 
logy, fts of scriptural history, suggests youthful reminiscence 
and the assimilative tendency of the mind in a stage of 
early development rather than close and continuotis study 
of the Bible in adult life. 
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The poet’s 
marriage. 


Richard 
Hath- - 
away of 
Shottery. 


Shakespeare was a schoolboy in July 1575^ when Queen 
Elizabeth made a progress through Warwickshire on a visit 
to her favourite, the Earl of Leicester, at his castle of 
Kenilworth. References have been detected in Oberon’s 
vision in Shakespeare’s ‘Midsummer Night’s Dream’ (11. i. 
148-68) to the fantastic pageants and masques with which 
the Queen during her stay was entertained in Kenilworth 
Pa^rk. Leicester’s residence was only fifteen miles from 
Stratford, and it is possible that Shakespcaie went thither 
with his father to witness some of the open-air festivities ; 
but two full descriptions which were published in 1576, in 
pamphlet form, gave Shakespeare knowledge of all that took 
place. Shakespeare’s opportunities of recreation outside 
Stratford were in any case restricted during his schooldays. 
His father’s financial difiiculties grew steadily, and they 
caused his removal from school at an unusually early age. 
Probably in 1577, when he was thirteen, he was enlisted by 
his father in an effort to restore his decaying fortunes. ‘ I 
have been told heretofore,’ wrote Aubrey, ‘ by some of the 
neighbours that when he was a boy he exercised his father’s 
trade,’ which, according to the writer, was that of a butcher. 
It is possible that John’s ill-luck at the period compelled 
him to confine himself to this occupation, which in happier 
days formed only one branch of his business. His son may 
have been formally apprenticed to him. An early Stratford 
tradition describes him as ‘a butcher’s apprentice.’ ‘ When 
he kill’d a calf,’ Aubrey proceeds less convincingly, ‘ he 
would doe it in a high style and make a speech. There 
was at that time another butcher’s son in this towne, that 
was held not at all inferior to him for a naturall witt, his 
acquaintance, and coetanean, but dyed young.’ 

At the end of 1582 Shakespeare, when little more than 
eighteen and a half, took a step w*nich was little calculated 
to lighten his father’^ anxieties. He married. His wife, ac- 
cording to the inscription on her tombstone, was \{\s senior 
by eight years. Rowe, the poet’s biographer of 1709, stated 
that she ‘ was the daughter of one Hathaway, said to have 
been a substantial yeoman in the neighbourhood of Stratford.’ 

On September i, 1581, Richard Hathaway, ‘husband- 
man ’ of Shottery, a hamlet in the parish of Old Stratford, 
made his will, which was proved on July 9, 1582, and is 
now prei^erved at Somerset House. His house and land, 
‘ two and a half virgates,’ had been long held in copyhold 
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by his family, afnd he died in fairly prosperous circumstances. 

His wife Joan, the chief legatee, was directed to carry on 
the fixrni with the aid of her eldest son, Bartholomew, to 
whom share in its proceeds was assigned. Six other 
children — three sons and three daughters — received sums 
of money ; Agnete, the eldest daughter, and Catherine, the 
second daughter, were each allotted 6/. 13.S'. ^d., Ho be paid 
at the day of her marriage,’ a phrase common in wills of t^e 
period. Anne and Agnes were in the sixteenth century Anne 
alternative spellings of the same Christian name ; and Hatha- 
there is little doubt that the daughter Agnes ’ of Richard 
Hathaway’s will became, within a few months of Richard 
Hathaway’s death, Shakespeare’s wife. 

'Hxc house at Shottery, now known as Anne Hathaway’s Anne 
cottage, i?.nd reached from Stratford by field-paths, un- Hatha- 
(loubtcdly once formed part of Richard Hathaway’s ^ 
farmhouse, and, despite numerous alterations and renova- 
tions, still preserves many features of a thatched farmhouse 
of the Elizabethan period. The house remained in the 
I lathaway family till 1838, although the male line became 
extinct in 1746. It was purchased in behalf of the i)ul)lic 
by the Birthplace trustees in 1892. 

No recoVd of the solemnisation of Shakespeare’s mar- 
riage survives. Although the parish of Stratford included 
Shottery, and thus both bride and bridegroom were 
parishioners, the Stratford parish register is silent on the 
subject. A local tradition, which seems to have come into 
being during the {)resent century, assigns the ceremony to 
the neighbouring hamlet or chapelry of I.uddington, of 
which neither the chapel nor parish registers now exist. 

Hut one important piece of documentary evidence directly 
bearing on the poet’s matrimonial venture is accessible. In 
die registry of the bishop* of the diocese (Worcester) a deed 
is extant* wherein Eulk Sandclls anck John Richardson, 

‘ husbandmen of Stratford,’ bound themselves in the The bond 
bishop’s consistory court, on November 28, 1582, in a atj^iinsi 
surety of 40/., to free the bishop of all liability should a 
lawful impediment — ‘by reason of any precontract’ [i.e. 
with a third party] or consanguinity -be subsequently dis- 
closed to imperil the validity of the marriage, then in con- 
templation, of William Shakespeare with Anne Hathaway. 

On the assumption that no such impediment was khown to 
exist, and provided that Anne obtained the consent of her 
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‘ friends/ the marriage might proceed ‘ with once asking 
of the bannes of matrimony betwene them/ 

Bonds of similar purport, although differing in signifi- 
cant details, are extant in all diocesan regfstrics of the 
sixteenth century. They were obtainable on the payment 
of a fee to the bishop’s commissary, and had the effect of 
expediting the marriage ceremony while protecting the 
ejergy from the conseejuences of any possible breach of 
canonical law. But they were not comm'on, and it was 
rare for persons in the comparatively humble position in 
life of Anne Hathaway and young Shakespeare to adopt 
such cuml)rous formalities when there was always available 
the simpler, less expensive, and more leisurely method of 
marriage by ‘ thrice asking of the banns.’ Moreover, the 
wording of the bond which was drawn before Shakespeare’s 
marriage differs in important respects from that adopted in 
all other known examples. In the latter it is invariably 
provided that the marriage shall not take place without the 
consent of the parents or governors of both bride and 
bridegroom. In the case of the marriage of an ‘ infant ’ 
bridegroom the formal consent of his parents was absolutely 
essential to strictly regular procedure, although clergymen 
might be found who were ready to shut their ‘eyes to the 
facts of the situation and to run the risk Df solemnising the 
marriage of an ‘ infant ’ without intjuiry as to the parents’ 
consent. The clergyman who united Shakespeare in wed- 
lock to Anne Hathaway was obviously of this easy temper. 
Despite the circumstance that Shakespeare’s bride was of 
full age and he himself was by nearly three years a minor, 
the Shakespeare bond stipulated merely for the consent of 
the bride’s ‘ friends,’ and ignored the bridegroom’s parents 
altogether. Nor was this the only irregularity in the docu- 
ment. In other pro-matrimonial (!!ovenants of the kind the 
name cither of the bpdegroom himself or of the bridegroom’s 
father figures as one of the two sureties, and is qientioned 
first of the two. Had the usual form been followed, 
Shakespeare’s father would have been the chief party to the 
transaction in behalf of his ‘ infant ’ son. But in the Shake- 
speare bond the sole sureties, Sandells and Richardson, were 
farmers of Shottery, the bride’s native place. Sandells was 
a ^ supervisor ’ of the will of the bride’s father, who there 
describes him as ‘my trustie friende and neighbour.’ The 
prominence of the Shottery husbandmen in the negotiations 
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preceding Shakespeare’s marriage suggests the true position 
of affairs. Sandells and Richardson, representing the lady’s 
family, doubtless' secured the deed on their own initiative, 
so that Shakespeare might have small opportunity of evad- 
ing a step which his intimacy with their friend’s daughter 
liad rendered essential to her reputation. The wedding 
probably took place, without the consent of the bridegroom’s 
parents — it may be without their knowledge — soon aftQ.r 
the signing of the deed. Within six months — in May 1583 
— a daughter was born to the poet, and was baptised in the 
pame of Susanna at Stratford parish church on the 26th. 

Shakespeare’s apologists have endeavoured to show that 
the public betrothal or formal ‘ troth-plight ’ which was at 
the time a common prelude to a wedding carried with it all 
the privileges of marriage. But neither Shakespeare’s de- 
tailed description of a betrothal nor of the solemn verbal 
contract that ordinarily preceded marriage lends the con- 
tention much support. 

A contract of eternal bond of love, 

Confiriu’d hy mutual joinder of your hands, 

Attested hy the holy close of lips, 

Strengthen’d hy interchangement of your rings ; 

And .ali the ceremony of this compact 

Seal’d in my [/>. the priest’s] function hy my testimony. 

Twelfth Night, v. i. 160-4. 

Moreover, the whole circumstances of the case render it 
highly improbable that Shakespeare and his bride sub- 
mitted to the formal preliminaries of a betrothal. In that 
ceremony the parents of both contracting parties invariably 
played foremost parts, but the wording of the bond pre- 
cludes the assumption that the bridegroom’s parents were 
actors in any scene ‘bf the hurriedly planned drama of his 
marrfage. 

A difficulty has been imported intojthe narration of the 
poet’s matrimonial affairs by the assumption of his identity 
with one ‘ William Shakespeare,’ to whom, according to an 
entry in the Bishop of Worcester’s register, a license was 
issued on November 27, 1582 (the day before the signing of 
the Hathaway bond), authorising his marriage with Anne 
^Vhateley of Temple Grafton. The theory that the maiden 
name of Shakespeare’s wife was Whateley is quite un- 
tenable, and it is unsafe to assume that the bishop^s clerk, 
when making a note of the grant of the license in his 
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register, erred so extensively as to write ‘ Anne Whateley of 
Temple Grafton ' for ‘ Anne Hathaway of Shottery.’ The 
husband of Anne Whateley cannot reasonably be identified 
with the poet. He was doubtless another of the numerous 
William Shakespeares who abounded in the diocese of 
Worcester. Had a license for the poet^ marriage been 
secured on November 27, it is unlikely that the Shottery 
hjisbandmen would have entered next day into a bond 
‘ against impediments,’ the execution of which might well 
have been demanded as a preliminary to the grant of a 
license but was wholly supererogatory after the grant was 
made. 
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III 

THE FAREWEIJ. TO STRATFORD 

Anne HATnAWAY\s greater burden of years and the likeli- 
hood that the poet was forced into marrying her by her 
friends were not circumstances of happy augury. Although 
it is dangerous to read into Shakespeare’s dramatic utter- 
ances allusions to his personal experience, the emphasis 
with which he insists that a woman should take in marriage 
an ‘ elder than herself’ (^Twelfth Night,’ ii. iv. 29), and 
that prenuptial intimacy is productive of ‘ barren hate, 
sour-ey’d disdain, and discord,’ suggests a ])ersonal interpre- 
tation (‘Tempest,’ iv. i. 15-22). IV) both these unpro- 
mising features was added, in the i)oet s case, the absence 
of a means 'of livelihood, and his course of life in the years 
that immediately followed implies that he bore his domestic 
ties with impatience. Early in 1585 twins were born to 
him, a son (Hamnet) and a daughter (Judith) ; both were 
baptised on February 2. All the evidence points to the 
conclusion, which the fact that he had no more children 
confirms, that in the later months of the year (1585) he left 
Stratford, and that, although he was never wholly estranged 
from his family, he saw little of wife or children for eleven 
years. Between the winter of 1585 and the autumn of 
159b -an interval which synchronises with his first literary 
triumphs— othere is only one shadowy mention of his name 
in Stratford records. In April 1587 there died Edmund 
Lambert, wno held Asbies under the mortgage of 1578, and 
a few months later Shakespeare’s name, as owner of a con- 
thigent interest, was joined to that of his father and mother 
in a formal assent given to an abortive proposal to confer 
on Edmund’s son and heir, John I^ambert, an absolute title 
to the estate on condition of his cancelling the mortgage 
and paying 20/. But the deed docs not indicate that 
Shakespeare personally assisted at the transaction. 
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Shakespeare^s early literary work proves'* that while in 
the country he eagerly studied birds, flowers, and trees, and 
gained a detailed knowledge of horses and dogs. All his 
kinsfolk were farmers, and with them he ddubtless as a 
youth practised many field sports. Sympathetic references 
to hawking, hunting, coursing, and angling abound in his 
early plays and jioems. And his sporting experiences 
po^ssed at times beyond orthodox limits. A poaching 
adventure, according to a credible tradftion, was the 
immediate cause of his long severance from his native place. 

‘ He had,’ wrote Rowe in 1709, ‘by a misfortune common 
enough to young fellows, fallen into ill company, and, among 
them, some, that made a frequent practice of deer-stealing, 
engaged him with them more than once in robbing a park 
that belonged to [a wealthy country gentleman] Sir Thomas 
Lucy of Charlccote [between four and five miles to the north- 
east of] Stratford. For this he was prosecuted by that gentle- 
man, as he thought, somewhat too severely ; and, in order to 
revenge that ill-usage, he made a ballad upon him, and 
though this, probably the first essay of his i)oetry, be lost, 
yet it is said to have been so very bitter that it redoubled 
the prosecution against him to that degree that he was 
obliged to leave his business and family in Warwickshire 
and shelter himself in London.’ The independent testi- 
mony of Archdeacon Davies, who was vicar of Saperton, 
Gloucestershire, late in the seventeenth century, is to the 
effect that Shakespeare ‘was much given to all unluckiness 
in stealing venison and rabbits, particularly from Sir Thomas 
Lucy, who had him oft whipt, and sometimes imprisoned, 
and at last made him fly his native county to his great 
advancement.’ The law of Shakespeare’s day (5 Eliz. 
cap. 21) punished deer-stealers with three months’ imprison- 
ment and the payment of thrice thb amount of the dariiage 
done. , 

The tradition has been challenged on the ground that 
the Charlecote deer-park was of later date than tne sixteenth 
century. But Sir Thomas Lucy was an extensive game- 
preserver, and owned at Charlecote a warren in which a fe w 
harts or does doubtless found an occasional home. Samuel 
Ireland was informed in 1794 that Shakespeare stole the 
deer not from Charlecote, but from Fulbroke Park, a few 
miles off, and Ireland supplied in his ‘Views on the 
Warwickshire Avon,’ 1795, an engraving of an old,iarm- 
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house in the hamlet of Fulbroke, where he asserted that 
Shakespeare was temporarily imprisoned after his arrest. 

An adjoining hovel was locally known for some years as 
Shakespeare'S ‘ deer-barn,' but no portion of Fulbroke 
Park, wVich included the site of these buildings (now 
removed), was Lwcy’s property in Elizabeth's reign, and the 
amended legend, which was solemnly confided to Sir 
Walter Scott in 1828 by the owner of Charlecote, scents 
pure invention. * 

The ballad which Shakespeare is reported to have 
fj^stcned on the park gates of Charlecote does not, as Rowe 
acknowledged, survive. No authenticity can be allowed 
the worthless lines beginning ‘ A parliament member, a 
justice of peace,’ which were represented to be Shakespeare’s 
on the authority of an old man who lived near Stratford 
and died in 1703. TUit such an incident as the tradition 
reveals has left a distinct impress on Shakespearean drama. 

Justice Shallow is beyond doubt a reminiscence of the pijjticc 
owner of Charlecote. According to Archdeacon Davies of Shallow. 
S*aperton, Shakespeare’s ‘revenge was so great that’ he 
caricatured Lucy as ‘justice Clodpate,’ who was (Davies 
adds) represented on the stage as ‘ a great man,’ and as 
bearing, in ^^llusion to Lucy’s name, ‘three louses rampant 
for his arms.’ Justice Shallow, Davies’s ‘Justice Clodpate,’ 
came to birth in the ‘Second Part of Henry IV ’(1598), 
and he is represented in the opening scene of the ‘ Merry 
Wdves of Windsor’ as having come from Gloucestershire to 
^Vindsor to make a Star-Chamber matter of a poaching 
raid on his estate. The ‘ three luces hauriant argent ’ were 
the arms borne by the Charlecote Lucys, and the dramatist’s 
prolonged reference in this scene to the ‘ dozen white luces ’ 
on Justice Shallow’^ ‘old coat ’fully establishes Shallow’s 
identity with I.ucy. * 

The poaching episode is be.st assig"»ed to 1585, but it The' flight 
may be questioned whether Shakespeare, on fleeing from from 
Imcy’s persecution, at once sought an asylum in London. Stratford. 
^Villiam Beeston, a seventeenth-century actor, remembered 
heiPring that he had been for a time a country schoolmaster 
‘ in his younger years,’ and it seems possible that on first 
leaving* Stratford he found some such employment in a 
neighbouring village. The suggestion that he joiijed, at 
the end of 1585, a band of youths of the district in serving 
' 3W Countries under the Earl of Leicester, whose 

c 
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castle of Kenilworth was within easy reach sof Stratford, is 
based on an obvious confusion between him and others of 
his name. The knowledge of a soldier’s fife which Shake- 
speare exhibited in his plays is no greater and no less than 
that which he displayed of almost all other spheres of 
human activity, and to assume that he wrote of all or of 
any frorn practical cxjierience, unless the evidence be con- 
dusive, is to underrate his intuitive power of realising life 
under almost every aspect by force of his iriiagination. 
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IV 

ON THE LONDON STAGE 

• 

To London Shakespeare naturally drifted, doubtless trudging 
thither on foot during 1586, by way of Oxford and High 
Wycombe. Tradition points to that as Shakespeare’s 
favoured route, rather than to the road by Banbury and 
Aylesbury. Aubrey asserts that at Grendon, near Oxford, 
‘he happened to take the humour of the constable in 
“Midsummer Night’s Dream”’ — by which he meant, we 
may suppose, ‘Much Ado about Nothing’ — but there were 
watchmen of the Dogberry tyt)e all over England, and 
probably at Stratford itself. The Crown Inn (formerly 
3 (.'ornmarket Street) near Carfax, at Oxford, was long 
pointed out ns one of his resting-idaces. 

In I.ondon Shfikespeare was among strangers. The 
common assumption that Richard Burbage, the great actor 
with whom he was subsequently associated, was a native 
of Stratford, is wholly erroneous. Richard was born in 
Shoreditch, and his father came from Hertfordshire. John 
Hciniug, another of Shakespeare’s actor-friends who has also 
been claimed as a native of Stratford, was beyond reasonable 
doubt born at Droitwich in ^Vorcc$tershire. Similarly 
Thomas Greene, a^j^opular comic actor at the Red Bull 
Theatre early in the severfteenth century, is conjectured to 
have belonged to Stratford on no grounds that deserve 
attention ; and Shakespeare was never associated with him. 
To only one tesident in London is Shakespeare likely to 
have been known previously to his arrival in 1586. Richard 
Field, a native of Stratford, and son of a friend of Shake- 
speare’s father, had left Stratford in 1579 to serve an 
ay^pren^iceship with Thomas Vautrollier, the London printer. 
Field was made free of the Stationers’ Company in 1587, 
and resided for more than a quarter of a century afterwards 
at his printing-office in Blackfriars near Ludgate. He and 
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Shakespeare were soon associated as author»and publisher ; 
but the theory that Pleld found work in Vautrollier’s 
printing-office for Shakespeare on his arrival in London is 
fanciful. No more can be said for the attdnpt to prove 
that he obtained employment as a lawyer’s clerk. In view 
of his general quickness of apprehension, Shakespeare’s 
accurate use of legal terms, which deserves all the attention 
t,hat has been paid it, may be attributable in part to his 
observation of the many legal processes in‘which his father 
was involved, and in part to early intercourse with members 
of the Inns of Court. 

Tradition and common-sense alike point to one of the 
only two theatres ('Fhe Theatre or The Curtain) that existed 
in London at the date of his arrival as an early scene of his 
regular occupation. The compiler of the ^ Lives of the Poets, 
by Thcophilus Cibber’ (1753) was the first to 'relate the 
story that his original connection with the playhouse was as 
holder of the horses of visitors outside the doors. Accord- 
ing to the same writer, the story was related by Sir William 
D’Avenanl to the actor Betterton ; but Rowe, to whom 
Betterton communicated it, made no use of it. The two 
regular theatres of the time were both reached on horseback 
by men of fashion, and the owner of The IT/eatre, James 
Burbage, kept a livery stable at Smitlffield. There is no 
inherent improbability in the talc. Dr. Johnson’s amplified 
version, in which Shakespeare was represented as organising 
a service of boys for the purpose of tending visitors’ horses, 
sounds apocryphal. 

There is every indication that Shakespeare was speedily 
offered employment inside the playhouse. In 1587 the 
two chief companies of actors, claiming respectively the 
nominal patronage of the Queen and* Lord Leicester, re- 
turned to London from a prov^jncial tour, during which 
they visited Stratfprd. Two subordinate companies, one 
of which claimed the patronage of the Earl of Essex and 
the other that of Lord Stafford, also performed in the town 
during the same year. Shakespeare’s friends may have 
called the attention of the strolling players to the homeless 
youth, rumours of whose search for employment about the 
London theatres had doubtless reached Stratford. » From 
such incidents seems to have sprung the opportunity 
which offered Shakespeare fame and fortune. According 
to Rowe’s vague statement, ‘he was received into the 
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company then* in being at first in a very mean rank/ 
William Castle, tbe parish clerk of Stratford at the end of 
the seventeenth century, was in the habit of telling visitors 
that he .entered the playhouse as a servitor. Malone 
recorded in 1780 a stage tradition ‘that his 'first office in 
the theatre was that of prompter’s attendant ’ or call-boy. 
His intellectual capacity and the amiability with which he 
turned to account his versatile powers were probably sooil 
recognised, and thenceforth his promotion was assured. 

Shakespeare’s earliest reputation was made as an actor, 

. and, although his work as a dramatist soon eclipsed his 
histrionic fame, he remained a prominent member of the 
actor’s profession till near the end of his life. By an Act 
of Parliament of 1571 (14 Eliz. cap. 2), which was re- 
enacted in. 1596 (39 Eliz. cap. 4), players were under the 
necessity of procuring a license to pursue their calling from 
a peer of the realm or ‘ personage of higher degree ’ ; 
otherwise they were adjudged to be of the status of rogues 
agd vagabonds. The Queen herself and many Elizabethan 
peers were liberal in the exercise of their licensing powers, 
and few actors failed to secure a statutory license, which 
gave them a rank of resi)ectability, and relieved them of all 
risk of identificatipn with vagrants or ‘ sturdy beggars.’ 
From an early period in Elizabeth’s reign licensed actors 
were organised into permanent companies. In 1587 and 
following years, besides three companies of duly licensed 
boy-actors that were formed from the choristers of St. 
Paul’s Cathedral and the Chapel Royal and from West- 
minster scholars, there were in London at least six com- 
panies of fully licensed adult actors ; five of these were 
called after the noblemen to whom their members respec- 
tively^ owed their ficens^ (viz. the Earls of Leicester, 
Oxford, Sussex, and Worcester, and the Lord Admiral, 
Charles, Lotd Howard of Effingham),* and one of them 
whose actors^erived their license from the Queen was 
called the Queen’s Company. 

^The patron’s functions in relation to the companies 
seem to have been mainly confined to the grant or renewal 
of the actors’ licenses. Constant alterations of name, 
owing •to the death or change from other causes of the 
patrons, render it difficult to trace with certainty each 
company’s history. But there seems no doubt tTiat the 
niost influential of the companies named — that under the 
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nominal patronage of the Earl of Leicester— passed on his 
death in September 1588 to the patronage of P'erdinando 
Stanley, Lord Strange, who became Earl ^of Derby on 
September 25, 1592. When the Earl of Derby' died bn 
April 16, 1594, his place as patron and licenser was suc- 
cessively filled by Henry Carey, first lofd Hunsdon, Lord 
Chamberlain {d. July 23, 1596), and by his son and heir, 
George Carey, second lord Hunsdon, who,, himself became 
Lord Chamberlain in March 1597. After King James’s 
succession in May 1603 the company was promoted to be 
the King’s players* and, thus advanced in dignity, it fuHy > 
maintained the supremacy which, under its successive titles, 
it had already long enjoyed. 

It is fair to infer that this was the company that 
Shakespeare originally joined and adhered to through life. 
Documentary evidence proves that he was a member of it 
in December 1594 ; in May 1603 he was one of its leaders. 
Four of its chief members — Richard Burbage, the greatest 
tragic actor of the day, John Heming, Henry Condell, and 
Augustine Phillips -"Wcrc among Shakespeare’s lifelong 
friends. Under this company’s auspices, moreover, Shake- 
speare’s plays first saw the light. Only two^of the plays 
claimed for him — ‘Titus Andronicus ’ /ind ‘3 Henry VI’ 
— seem to have been performed by other companies (the 
Earl of Sussex’s men in the one case, and the Earl of Pem- 
broke’s in the other). 

When Shakespeare became a member of the company 
it was doubtless performing at The Theatre, the playhouse 
in Shoreditch which James Burbag"^, the father of the great 
actor, Richard Burbage, had constructed in 1576 ; it 
abutted on the Finsbury Fields, anji stood outside the 
City’s boundaries. The only pther London playhouse 
then in existence — the Curtain in Moorfields — was near at 
hand ; its name ^jurvives in Curtain Road,** Shoreditch. 
But at an early date in his acting career^ Shakespeare’s 
company sought and found new quarters. While known as 
Lord Strange’s men, they opened on February 19, 159?, a 
third London theatre called the Rose, which Philip Hens- 
lowe, the speculative theatrical manager, had erected on the 
Bankside, Southwark. At the date of the inauguration of 
the Rose Theatre Shakespeare’s company was temporarily 
allied with another company, the Admiral’s men, who 
numbered the great actor Edward Alleyn among them. 



ON THE LONDON STAGE 


23 


Alleyn for a ifew months undertook the direction of the 
amalgamated companies, but they quickly parted, and no 
farther opportunity was offered Shakespeare of enjoying 
profess;onal*relations with Alleyn. The Rose Theatre was 
doubtless the earliest scene of Shakespeare’s pronounced 
successes alike as actor and dramatist. Subsequently for a 
short time in 1594 he frequented the stage of another new 
theatre at Newington Butts, and between 1595 and [5^9 
the older stages of the Curtain and of The Theatre in 
Shoreditch. The Curtain remained open till the Civil 
.Wars, although its vogue after 1600 was eclipsed by that of 
younger rivals. In 1599 Richard Burbage and his brother 
Cuthbert demolished the old building of The Theatre and 
built, mainly out of the materials of the dismantled fabric, 
the famqus theatre called the Globe on the Bankside. It 
was octagonal in shape, and built of wood, and doubtless 
Shakespeare described it (rather than the Curtain) as ‘ this 
wooden O’ in the opening chorus of ‘Henry V’ ( 1 . 13). 

^After 1599 the Globe was mainly occupied by Shake- 
speare’s company, and in its profits he acquired an impor- 
tant share. From the date of its inauguration until the 
poet’s retirement, the Globe — which quickly won the first 
place amoTig London theatres — seems to have been the 
sole playhouse \^fith which Shakespeare was professionally 
associated. The equally familiar Blackfriars Theatre, 
which was created out of a dwelling-house by James Bur- 
bage, the actor’s father, at the end of 1 596, was for many 
years afterwards leased out to the company of boy-actors 
known as ‘ the Queen’s children of the Chapel ; ’ it was not 
occupied by Shakespeare’s company until December 1609 
or January t6io, when his acting days were ending. The 
site of the Blackfriflrs Theatre is now occupied by the offices 
of the ‘ Times ’ newspaper in Queen Victoria Street, E.C. 

In Lcfndon Shakespeare reside^ near the theatres. Place of 
At first he was an inhabitant of St. Helen’s parish, Bishops- residence 
gate, not fafTrom The Theatre in Shoreditch. When a sub- in London, 
sjdy was levied on the parish in 1595, Shakespeare’s pro- 
p*erty was rated at 5/. A sum of 55. was paid by him on 
this assessment in 1597, and another of 131. 4^. in 1598. 

Meanwhile he had moved to Southwark, where according 
to a memorandum by Alleyn (which Malone quoted), he 
lodged in 1596 near ‘ the Bear Garden.’ • 

The chief differences between the methods of theatrical 
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representation in Shakespeare^s day and our f>wn lay in the 
fact that neither scenery nor women-actors were known 
to the Elizabethan stage. Some mechanical properties 
were in use, and fashionable costume of the ddy wj\s worn. 
But all female rNes were, until the Restoration in 1660, 
assumed in the public theatres by men or boys. Shake- 
speare alludes to the appearance of men or boys in women’s 
pajts when he makes Rosalind, in the epilogue to ‘ As you 
like it,’ say laughingly to the men of the Audience, ^ If I 
were a woman^ I would kiss as many of you as had beards.’ 
Similarly, Cleopatra, on her downfall in ‘Antony and. 
Cleopatra,’ v. ii. 220 seq., laments : 

the quick comedian? 

Kxtemporally will stage us . . . and I shall see 

Some squeaking Cleopatra boy niy greatness. 

Men taking women’s parts seem to have worn masks. In 
‘Midsummer Night’s l)ream’ (i. ii. 53), Flute is bidden by 
Quince playThisbe ‘inamask.’ Similarly in Shakespeare’s day 
the public stages were bare of any scenic contrivance except* 
a front curtain opening in the middle and a balcony or upper 
platform resting on pillars at the back of the stage ; from 
this balcony portions of the dialogue were sometiities spoken, 
but occasionally it seems to have been occupied by spectators. 
Sir Philip Sidney humorously described the spectator’s 
difficulties in an Elizabethan playhouse, where, owing to the 
absence of stage scenery, he had to imagine the bare boards 
to present in rapid succession a garden, a rocky coast, a 
cave, and a battlefield (‘ Apologie for Poetrie,’ p. 52). The 
absence of scenery, coupled with the substitution of boys for 
women, implies that the skill needed, on the part of actors, 
to rouse in the audience the requisite illulions was far greater 
in Shakespeare’s day than at later periods. 

Although the scenic principles of the theatre of the six- 
teenth and seventeenth centuries widely differed from those 
of the theatre of the eighteenth and nineteenth ’'ebnturies, the 
professional customs of Elizabethan actors approximated in 
many respects more closely to those of their modern sub- 
cessors than is usually recognised. The practice of touring in 
the provinces was followed with even greater regularity then 
than now. Few companies remained in London during 
the sumri.er or early autumn, and every country town with 
two thousand or more inhabitants could reckon on at least 



ON THE LONDON STAGE 


25 


one visit frorrf travelling actors between May and October. 
A rapid exanjination of the extant archives of some 
seventy mi^nicipalities selected at random shows that 
Shakespeare’s company between 1594 and 1614 frequently 
performed in towns like Barnstaple, Bath, Bristol, Coventry, 
Dover, Faversham, Folkestone, Hythe, Ipswich, Leicester, 
Maidstone, Marlborough, New Romney, Oxford, Rye in 
Sussex, Saffron Walden, and Shrewsbury. Shakespefire 
may be credited with faithfully fulfilling all his professional 
functions, and some of the references to travel in his 
• sonnets were doubtless reminiscences of early acting tours. 
It has been repeatedly urged, moreover, that Shakespeare’s 
company visited Scotland, and that he went with it. In 
November 1599 English actors arrived in Scotland under 
the leadership of Lawrence Fletcher and one Martin, and 
were welcomed with enthusiasm by the king. Fletcher 
was a colleague of Shakespeare in 1603, but is not known 
to have been one earlier. Shakespeare’s company never 
.included an actor named Martin. Fletcher repeated the 
visit in October 1601. There is nothing to indicate that 
any of his companions belonged to Shakespeare’s com- 
pany. In like manner, Shakespeare’s accurate reference in 
‘ Macbeth^ to tl\e ‘ nimble’ but ‘ sweet ’ climate of Inver- 

This castle hath a pleasant seat ; the air 

Nimbly and sweetly recommends itself 

Unto our gentle senses {Macbeth ^ i. vi. 1-6) — 

and the vivid impression the dramatist conveys of the aspects 
of wild Highland heaths, have been judged to be the certain 
fruits of a personal experience ; but the passages in question, 
into which a more definite significance has possibly been read 
than Shakespeare mtentjed, can be satisfactorily accounted 
for by his inevitable intercourse with Scotsmen in London 
and the tlfbatres after James I’s accession. 

A few !^glish actors in Shakespeare’s day occasionally 
combined to make professional tours through foreign lands, 
where Court society invariably gave them a hospitable re- 
ception. In Denmark, Germany, Austria, Holland, and 
France, many dramatic performances were given before 
royal* audiences by English actors between 1580 and 1630. 
That Shakespeare joined any of these expeditions is highly 
improbable. Actors of small account at home mainly 
took part in them, and Shakespeare’s name appears in no 
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extant list of those who paid professional visife abroad. It 
is, in fact, unlikely that Shakespeare ever i^et foot on the 
continent of Europe in either a private or professional 
capacity. He repeatedly ridicules the craze for foreign 
travel. To Italy, it is true, and especially to cities of 
Northern Italy, like Venice, Piidua, Veron^, Mantua, and 
Milan, he makes frequent and familiar reference, and he 
suf^plied many a realistic portrayal of Italian^ life and senti- 
ment. But the fact that he represents Valentine in the 
‘Two Gentlemen of Verona’ (i. i. 71) as travelling from 
Verona to Milan by* sea, and Prospero in the ‘ Tempest ’• 
as embarking on a ship at the gates of Milan (i. ii. 129-44), 
renders it almost impossible that he could have gathered 
his knowledge of Northern Italy from personal observation. 
He doubtless owed all to the verbal reports of travelled 
friends or to books, the contents of which he had a rare 
power of assimilating and vitalising. 

The publisher Chettle wrote in 1592 that Shakespeare 
was ‘ exelent in the qualitie [/.^. calling] he professes,’ and, 
the old actor William Becston asserted in the next century 
that Shakespeare ‘ did act exceedingly well.’ But the roles 
in which he distinguished himself are imperfectly recorded. 
Few surviving documents refer directly^ to performances 
by him. At Christmas 1594 he joined the popular actors 
William Kemp, the chief comedian of the day, and Richard 
Burbage, the greatest tragic actor, in ‘ two several comedies 
or interludes ’ which were acted on St. Stephen’s Day and 
on Innocents’ Day (December 26 and 28) at Greenwich 
Palace before the Queen. The players received ‘ xiii//. \]s. 
viii^. and by waye of her Majesties rewarde vi//. xiiis. iiij^., in 
allxx//.’ Neither plays nor parts are named. Shakespeare’s 
name stands first on the list of th^sc who took part in, the 
original performances of Ben Jonson’s ‘Every Man in his 
Humour’ (1598). «In the original edition of Jonson’s 
‘Sejanus’ (1605) the actors’ names are arrajgjged in two 
columns, and Shakespeare’s name heads the second column, 
standing parallel wfth Burbage’s, which heads the firsj. 
But here again the character allotted to each actor is not 
stated. Rowe identified only one of Shakespeare’s parts, 

‘ the Ghost in his own “ Hamlet,” ’ and Rowe asserted his 
assumption of that character to be ‘the top of his 
performance.’ John Davies of Hereford noted that he 
‘played some kingly parts in sport.’ One of Shakespeare’s 
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younger blathers, presumably Gilbert, often came, wrote 
Oldys, to Lottdon in Ms younger days to see his brother act 
in his ow/i plays ; and in his old age, when his memory 
was foiling, he recalled his brother’s performance of Adam 
in ‘As you like it.’ In the 1623 folio edition of 
Shakespeare’s** Works ’ hi^ name heads the prefotory list* of 
the principall actors in all these playes.’ 

d'ha.t Shakespeare chafed under some of the conditions 
of the actor’s calling is commonly inferred from the 
* Sonnets.’ There he reproaches himself with becoming * a 
motley to the view ’ (cx. 2), and eludes fortune for having 
provided for his livelihood nothing better than ‘public 
means that public manners breed,’ whence his name re- 
ceived a brand (cxi. 4-5). If such self-pity is to be literally 
interpseted, it only reflected an evanescent mood. His 
interest in all that touched the efficiency of his profession 
was permanently active. He was a keen critic of actors’ 
elocution, and in ‘ Hamlet ’ shrewdly denounced their 
common failings, but clearly and hopefully pointed out the 
road to improvement. His highest ambitions lay, it is true, 
elsewhere than in acting, and at an early period of his 
theatricaj. career he undertook, with triumphant success, the 
abours of a pla^j'wright. But he pursued the profession of 
an actor loyally and uninterruptedly until he resigned all 
connection with the theatre within a few years of his 
death. 
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V 

EARLY DRAMATIC EFFORTS 

The whole of Shakespeare’s dramatic work was probably 
begun and ended within two decades (1591 -i6ii), between 
his twenty-seventh and forty-seventh year. If the works 
traditionally assigned to him include some contributions 
from other pens, he was perhaps responsible, on the other 
hand, for portions of a few plays that are traditionally 
claimed for others. When the account is balanced, 
Shakespeare must be credited with the production, during 
these twenty years, of a yearly average of two plays, nearly 
all of which belonged to the supreme rank of literature. 
Three volumes of poems must be added to the total. Ben 
Jonson was often told by the players that ‘ whatsoever he 
penned he never blotted out [i.e. erased] a line.’ The 
editors of the First Folio attested that ‘what he thought 
he uttered with that easinesse that we have scarce received 
from him a blot in his papers.’ Signs of hasty workmanship 
are not lacking, but they are few when it is considered how 
rapidly his numerous compositions came from his pen, and 
they are in the aggregate unimportant. 

By borrowing his plots he to some extent economised 
his energy, but he transformed most pf them, and it was not 
probably with the object of conserving his strength that he 
systematically levied Itans on popular current litcrJiture like 
Holinshed’s ‘ Chronicles,’ North’s translation of^Plutarch,’ 
widely read romances, and successful plays. In this regard 
he betrayed something of the practical temperament which^ 
is traceable in the conduct of the affairs of his later life. 
It was doubtless with the calculated aim of ministering to the 
public taste that he unceasingly adapted, as his gehius 
dictated, themes which had already, in the hands of inferior 
writers or dramatists, proved capable of arresting public 
attention. 



^AjRLV dramatic efforts 


29 


The pro^ssional playwrights sold their plays outright to The 
one or other of the acting companies, and they retained no revision 
legal interest fn them after the manuscript had passed into 
the hands ^f the theatrical manager. It was not unusual 
for the manager to invite extensive revision of a play at the 
hands of other§ than its a^ithor before it was produced on 
the stage, and again whenever it was revived. Shakespeare 
gained his earliest experience as a dramatist by revising or 
rewriting behind the scenes plays that had become the 
property of his manager. It is possible that some of his 
labours in this direction remain unidentified. In a few 
cases his alterations were slight, but as a rule his fund of 
originality was too abundant to restrict him, when working 
as an adapter, to mere recension, and the results of most 
of his labours in that capacity are entitled to rank among 
originaf compositions. 

The determination of the exact order in which Chrono- 
Shakespeare’s plays were written depends largely on 
conjecture. External evidence is accessible in only a few 
• cases, and, although always worthy of the utmost con- 
sideration, is not invariably conclusive. The date of 
publication rarely indicates the date of composition. Only 
sixteen of the thirty-seven plays commonly assigned to 
Shakespeare were published in his lifetime, and it is 
questionable whether any were published under his super- 
vision. But subject-matter and metre both afford rough 
clues to the period in his career to which each play may be 
referred. In his early plays the spirit of comedy or tragedy 
appears in its simplicity ; as his powers gradually matured 
he depicted life in its most complex involutions, and 
portrayed with masterly insight the subtle gradations of 
human sentiment and the mysterious workings of human 
passion. Comedy and^ragedy are gradually blended ; and 
his work, finally developed a pathos such as could only 
come of ripe experience. Similarly tile metre undergoes 
emancipatK^'ft from the hampering restraints of fixed rule 
and becomes flexible enough to respond to every phase of 
human feeling. In the blank verse of the early plays a Metrical 
pause is strictly observed at the close of each line, and tests, 
rhynaing couplets arc frequent. Gradually the poet over- 
rides such artificial restrictions ; rhyme largely disappears ; 
recourse is more frequently made to prose ; thse pause is 
varied indefinitely; extra syllables are, contrary to strict 
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metrical law, introduced at the end of lines, an^ at times in 
the middle ; the last word of the line is often a weak and 
unemphatic conjunction or preposition. To the latest 
plays fantastic and punning conceits which abound in early 
work are rarely accorded admission. But, while .Shake- 
speare’s achievement from the beginning to, the end of his 
career offers clearer evidence than that of any other writer 
of genius of the steady and orderly growth of his poetic 
faculty, some allowance must be made for ebb and flow in 
the current of his artistic progress. Early work occasionally 
anticipates features that become habitual to late work, and 
late work at times embodies traits that are mainly identified 
with early work. No exclusive reliance in determining the 
precise chronology can be placed on the merely mechanical 
tests afforded by tables of metrical statistics. The chrono- 
logical order can only be deduced with any confidence 
from a consideration of all the internal characteristics as 
well as the known external history of each play. I’he pre- 
misses are often vague and conflicting, and no chronology 
hitherto suggested receives at all points universal assent.\VS’. 

'fherc is no external evidence to prove that any piece in 
which Shakespeare had a hand was produced before the 
spring of 1592. No play by him was published bo^ore 1597, 
and none bore his name on the title-page till 1598. But 
his first essays have been with confidence allotted to 1591. 

‘ Love’s To ‘ Love’s Labour’s Lost ’ may reasonably be assigned 
Labour’s pTiority in point of time of all Shakespeare’s dramatic pro- 
Lost.’ ductions. Internal evidence alone indicates the date of 
composition, and proves that it was an early effort ; but the 
subject-matter suggests that its author had already enjoyed 
extended opportunities of surveying London life and man- 
ners, such as were hardly open to him in the very first years 
of his settlement in the metrop( 5 lis. ‘ Love’s Labour’s 
Lost’ embodies keen observation of contemporary life in 
many ranks of society, both in town and country, while the 
speeches of the hero Biron clothe much soun^philosophy 
in masterly rhetoric. Its slender plot stands almost alone 
among Shakespeare’s plots, in that it is not known to have/ 
been borrowed, and stands quite alone in openly travestying 
known traits and incidents of current social and political life. 
The names of the chief characters are drawn from the 
leaders inedhe civil war in France, which was in progress 
between 1589 and 1594, and was anxiously watched by the 
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English public. The hero is the King of Navarre, in whose 
dominions me scene is laid. The two chief lords in 
attendance on 'him in the play, Biron and Longaville, bear 
the actual names of the two most strenuous supporters of 
the re 31 King of Navarre. The name of the Lord Dumain 
in ‘ Love’s Labour’s Lost ’ is a common anglicised version 
of that Due de* Maine or * Maycnne whose name was so 
frecpiently mentioned in popular accounts of French affairs 
in connexion. with Navarre’s movements that Shakespeare 
was led into the error of numbering him, although an 
enemy of Navarre, among his supporters. Mothe, or La 

* Mothe, the name of the pretty, ingenious page, was that of 
a French ambassador who was long popular in London. 

/\gain, Armado, ‘ the fintastical Spaniard ’ who haunts 
Navarre’s Court in the play, and is dubbed by another courtier 
‘ a phafitasm, a Monarcho,’ is a caricature of a half-crazed 
Spaniard known as ‘fantastical Monarcho’ who for many 
years hung about Elizabeth’s ('ourt, and was under the 
delusion that he owned the ships arriving in the port of 

* London. The name Armado was doubtless suggested by 
the Spanisli ‘ Armada ’ of r5<S<S. 'fhe scene (‘ J.ovc’s Labour’s 
l /ost,’ V. ii. 158 sqq.) in which the princess’s lovers press their 
suit in th<j disguise of Russians follows a description of the 
reception in 1584, by ladies at Itlizabeth’s Court, of Russian 
ambassadors wh(j came to London to seek a wife among the 
ladies of the English nobility for the 'fsar. Elsewhere the 
piece satirises with good humour contemporary projects of 
academies for disciplining young men ; fashions of speech 
and dress current in fashionable circles ; the inefficiency of 
rural constables and the pedantry of village schoolmasters and 
curates. The play was revised in 1597, probably for a perform-, 
ance at Court. Ij: was first published next year by Cuthbert 
Burbie, a liveryman of the Stationers’ Company with a shop 
in Cornhijl adjoining the Royal Exchange, and on the title- 
page, which described the piece as *newly corrected and 
augmented,’, •Shakespeare’s name first appeared in print as 
that of author of a play. 

* Less gaiety characterised another comedy of the same ‘Two 
date, ‘ The Two Gentlemen of Verona,’ which dramatises a Oentle- 
romgintic story of love and friendship. There is every likeli- 

hood that it was an adaptation— amounting to a re-forma- ^ 
tion — of a lost ‘ History of Felix and Philomena,’^which had 
been acted at Court in 1 584. The story is the same as that 
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of ‘The Shepardess Felisinena ’ in the Spj^iish pastoral 
romance of ‘ Diana ’ by George de Montemayor, which long 
enjoyed popularity in England. No complete English trans- 
lation of ‘ Diana ’ was published before that of Bartholomew 
Yonge in 1598, hut a manuscript version by Thomas Wilson, 
which was dedicated to the Earl^ of Southampton in 1596, 
was possibly circulated far earlier. Some verses from 
‘ Diana ^ were translated by Sir Philip Sidney and were 
printed with his poems as early as 1591. Barnabe Riches 
story of ‘ Apollonius and Silla ' (from Cinthio’s ‘ Hecatom- 
mithi’), which Shakespeare employed again in ‘Twelfth 
Night,’ also gave him some hints. Trifling and irritating 
conceits abound in the ‘Two Gentlemen,’ but passages of 
high poetic spirit are not wanting, and the speeches of the 
clowns, Launce and Speed — the precursors of a long line of 
whimsical serving-men — overflow with farcical drollefy. The 
‘ Two (Gentlemen ’ was not published in Shakespeare’s life- 
time ; it first appeared in the folio of 1623, after having, in 
all probability, undergone some revision. 

‘Comedy Shakespeare next tried his hand, in the ‘Comedy of^ 
of Errors.’ Errors’ (commonly known at the time as ‘Errors’), at 
boisterous farce. It also was first published in 1623. Again, 
as in ‘Love’s Ivabour’s Lost,’ allusion was made t«o the civil 
war in France. France was described &s ‘making war 
against her heir’ (iii. ii. 125). Shakespeare’s farcical 
comedy, which is by far the shortest of all his dramas, may 
have been founded on a play, no longer extant, called ‘ The 
Historie of Error,’ which was acted in 1576 at Hampton 
Court. In subject-matter it resemldes the ‘ Menaechmi ’ of 
Plautus, and treats of mistakes of identity arising from the 
likeness of twin-born children. The scene (act iii. sc. i.) in 
^hich Antipholus of Ephesus is shut out from his own house, 
while his brother and wife are at dirvner within, recalls one 
in the ‘ Amphitruo ’ of Plautus. Shakespeare douj^tless had 
direct recourse to Plafltus as well as to the old play, and he 
may have read Plautus in English. The earlieU; 'translation 
of the ‘ MenGechmi ’ was not licensed for publication before 
June 10, 1594, and was not published until the following 
year. No translation of any other play of Plautus appeared 
before. But it was stated in the preface to this first pubRshed 
translation of the ‘Menaechmi’ that the translator, W. W., 
doubtless ^Villiam Warner, a veteran of the Elizabethan 
world of letters, had some time previously ‘ Englished ' that 
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and ‘ divers ’ |)thers of Plautus’s comedies, and had circulated 
them in manuscript ‘ for the use of and delight of his private 
friends, who, in Plautus’s own words, are not able to under- 
stand t]iem.’ 

Such plays as these, although each gave promise of a 
dramatic capacity out of the common way, cannot be with 
certainty pronounced to be beyond the ability of other men. 
It was in ‘ Romeo and Juliet,’ Shakespeare’s first tragedy, 
that he proved *himself the possessor of a poetic and dramatic 
instinct of unprecedented quality. In ‘Romeo and Juliet’ 
jic turned to account a tragic romance in great vogue in 
Italy, and popular throughout Europe. The story has been 
traced back to the Greek romance of ‘ Anthia and Abro- 
comas ’ by Xenophon Ephesius, a writer of the second 
century, ^but it seems to have been first told in modern 
Europe about 1470 by the Italian novelist Masuccio in his 
‘Novellino^ (No. xxxiii.). It was adapted from Masuccio 
by Bandello in his ‘Novelle’ (i554> pt. ii., No. ix.) and 
Bandello’s version became classical. It was through 

Bandello that the tale reached France, Spain, and England. 
His version was translated into French by Pierre Boaistuau 
de Launay, an occasional collaborator in the ‘ Ilistoircs 
Tragiques ’^of Frangois de Belleforest (Paris, 1559), and 
it was in process* of dramatisation by both French and 
Spanish writers about the same time that Shakespeare 
was writing ‘ Romeo and Juliet’ Arthur Broke rendered 
into English verse the Italian version of Bandello in 
1562, and William Painter published it in English prose 
in his ‘Palace of Pleasure’ in 1567. Shakespeare made 
acquaintance with the tale in Broke’s verse. He intro- 
duced little change in the plot, but he impregnated it 
with poetic fervouf, and relieved the tragic intensity by 
developing the humour df Mercutio, and by investing with 
an entirely new and comic significance ijie character of the 
Nurse. The ecstasy of youthful passion is portrayed by 
Shakespeare* ih language of the highest lyric beauty, and 
although a predilection for quibbles and conceits occasion- 
ally passes beyond the author’s control, his ‘ Romeo 
and Juliet,’ as a tragic poem on the theme of love, has no 
rival is any literature. If the Nurse’s remark, ‘ ’Tis since 
the earthquake now eleven years’ (i. iii. 23), be taken 
literally, the composition of the play must be referred to 1591, 
for no earthquake in the sixteenth century was experienced 
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in England after 1580. There are a few parallelisms with 
Daniel’s ‘ Complaint of Rosamond,’ published in 1592, and 
it is probable that Shakespeare completed the piece in that 
year. The piece probably underwent revision after its first 
production. The tragedy was issued in (piarto ih 1597 
anonymously and surreptitiously — ‘ as it hath been often 
(with great applause) plaid publicjuely by the right honour- 
able the L[ord] of Hunsdon his servants.’ The printer and 
publisher of the work was John Danter, a wery ‘notorious 
trader in books, with a shop in Hosier Lane, near Holborn 
Conduit ; as ‘ ])anter*the printer,’ a trafficker in the licentious 
products of academic youth, he figured without disguise of' 
name in the dramatis personce of the academic play of ‘ The 
Returne from Parnassus’ (t6oo?). A' second quarto of 
‘Romeo and Juliet’ — ‘newly corrected, augmented, and 
amended as it hath bene sundry times publiquely heted by 
the right honourable the Lord Chamberlaine his servants ’ - - 
was published, from an authentic version, in 1599, by a . 
stationer of higher reputation, Cuthbert Purbie of Cornhill. 

Of the original representation ofi the stage of three other 
pieces of the period we have more explicit information. 
These reveal vShakespeare imdi.sguisedly as an adapter of 
plays by other hands. Though they lack tLe interest 
attaching to his unaided work, they throw invaluable light 
on some of his early methods of composition and his early 
relations with other dramatists. 

On March 3, 1592, a new piece, called ‘Henry VI,’ 
was acted at the Rose Theatre by Lord vStrange’s men. It 
was no doubt the play which was subsequently known as 
Shakespeare’s ‘ The First Part of Henry VI.’ On its first 
performance it won a popular triumph. ‘How would it 
have joyed brave Talbot (the terror of i^he French),’ wrote 
Nash in his ‘Pierce Pennilesse’ (‘^592, licensed August 8), 
in reference to the striking scenes of Talbot’s (Jeath (iv. vi. 
and vii.), ‘to thinke that after he had lyne two hundred 
yeares in his Tombe, hee should triumphe-iagaine on the 
Stage, and have his bones newe embalmed with the teares of 
ten thousand spectators at least (at severall times) who, ®in 
the Tragedian that represents his person, imagine they 
behold him fresh bleeding ! ’ There is no categorical 
record of the production of a second piece in continuation 
of the tfieme, but such a play quickly followed ; for a third 
piece, treating of the concluding incidents of Henry Vi’s 
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reign, attracted much attention on the stage early in the 
following autuiyn. 

The applause attending the completion of this historical 
trilogy, caused bewilderment in the theatrical profession. 

'The older dramatists awoke to the fact that their popularity 
was endangered -by the young stranger who had set up his 
tent in their midst, and one veteran uttered without delay a 
rancorous protest. Robert Greene, who died on Septan- 
ber 3, 1592, wrote on his deathbed an ill-natured farewell to 
life, entitled ‘ A Groats-worth of Wit bought with a Million 
.of Repentance.’ Addressing three t)rother dramatists — Greene’s 
Marlowe, Nash, and Pcele or Lodge — he bade them beware attack, 
of puppets ‘that speak from our mouths,’ and of ‘antics 
garnished in our colours.’ ‘There is,’ he continued, ‘an 
upstart ,Crow, beautified with our feathers, that with his 
Tygers heart tvrapi in a players hide supposes he is as well 
able to bumbast out a blanke verse as the best of you ; and 
being an absolute Johannes factotum is, in his owne conceit, 
the only Shake-scene in a countric. . . . Never more 
acquaint [those apesj with your admired inventions, for it 
is pity men of such rare wits should be subject to the 
pleasures of such rude groomes.’ The ‘ only Shake-scene ’ 
is a punniiTg denunciation of Shakespeare. The italicised 
(]uotation travesties a line from the third piece in the trilogy 
of Shakespeare^’s ‘ Henry VI : ’ 

(^h Tiger’s heart wrapt in a woman’s hide. 

The tirade was probably inspired by an established author’s 
resentment at the energy of a young actor — the theatre’s 
factotum — in revising the dramatic work of his seniors with 
such masterly effect as to imperil their hold on the esteem 
of manager and playgoef. But Shakespeare’s amiability of Chettle’s 
character .and versatile ability had, already won him apology, 
admirers, and his successes excited the sympathetic regard 
of colleaguefs more kindly than Greene. In December 1592 
Greene’s publisher, Henry Chettle, prefixed an apology for 
Greene’s attack on the young actor to his ‘ Kind Hartes 
Dreame,’ a tract reflecting on phases of contemporary social 
life. • ‘ I am as sory,’ Chettle wrote, ‘ as if the originall fault 
had beene my fault, because myselfe have seene his [i.e. 
Shakespeare’s] demeanour no lesse civill than he [ts] exelent 
in the qualitie he professes, besides divers of worship have 
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reported his uprightnes of dealing, which arguest his honesty, 
and his facetious grace in writing that aproov^s his art/ 

The first of the three plays dealing with the reign of 
Henry VI was originally published in the collected edition 
Divided Shakespeare’s works ; the second and third plays were 


authorship previously printed in a form very different from that which 
of ‘Henry they subsequently assumed when they followed the first part 
in \he folio. Criticism has proved beyond doubj: that in 
these three plays Shakespeare did no more than add, revise, 


and correct other men’s work. In ‘ The First Part of 


Henry VI ’ the scene *in the 'I'emple Gardens, where white , 
and red roses are plucked as emblems by the rival political 
parties (ii. iv.), the dying speech of Mortimer, and perhaps 
the wooing of Margaret by Suffolk, alone bear the impress of 
Shakespeare’s style. 'The play dealing with the seegnd part 
of Henry VPs reign was first published in 1594 anonymously 
from a rough stage copy by 'fhomas Millington, a stationer 
of Cornhill, to whom a license for the publication was granted 
on March 12, 1593-4. The volume, which was printed by 
Thomas Creede of Thames Street, bore the title ‘The first 
part of the Contention betwixt the two famous houses of 
Yorkeand Lancaster.’ The play dealing with the third part 
of Henry VPs reign was first printed with greatelt care next 
year by Peter Short of Bread Street Hill, and was published, 
as in the case of its predecessor, by Millington. This quarto 
bore the title ‘The True Tragedie of Richard, Duke of 
Yorke, and the death of good King Henry the Sixt, as it 
was sundrie times acted by the Earl of Pembroke his servants.’ 
In ‘ both these plays, which Millington reissued in 1 600, 
Shakespeare’s revising hand can be traced. The humours 
of Jack Cade in ‘ The Contention ’ can owe their savour to him 
alone. It is clear that after he h^fd hastily revised 
with another’s aid the original drafts of the three pieces, 
they were put on Ihe stage in 1592, the first two parts 
by his own company (Lord Strange’s men), and the third, 
under some exceptional arrangement, by Lofd 'Pembroke’s 
men. But Shakespeare was not content to leave them thus. 
Within a brief interval, po.ssibly for a revival, he undertoefk 
a more thorough revision, .still in conjunction with another 
writer. ‘ The First Part of The Contention ’ was thoroughly 
overhauled, and was converted into what was entitled in 
the folio ‘ The Second Part of Henry VI ; ’ there more 
than half the lines are new. ‘The True Tragedie,’ which 
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became in tiie folio ‘ The Third Part of Henry VI,’ was less 
drastically handled ; two-thirds of it was left practically 
■ untoiiche<J ; only a third was thoroughly remodelled. 

Who Shakespeare’s coadjutors were in the two succes- 
sive revisions of the trilogy of ‘ Henry VI ^ is matter for 
conjecture. The theory fhat Greene and Peele produced Shake* 
the original draft of the three parts of ‘ Henry VI ’ which speare’s 
Shakespeare recast, may help to account for Greene’s ii!dig- j«tors. 
nant denunciation of Shakespeare as ^an upstart crow, beau- 
tified with the feathers ’ of himself and his fellow dramatists. 

Much can be said, too, in behalf of the suggestion that 
Shakespeare joined Marlowe, the greatest of his predecessors, 
in the first revision of which ‘ I'he Contention ’ and ‘ The 
True Tragedie ’ were the outcome. Most of the new pas- 
sages i» the second recension seem assignable to Shakespeare 
alone, but a few suggest a partnership resembling that of 
the first revision. It is probable that Marlowe began the 
final revision, but his task was interrupted by his death, and 
the lion’s share of the work fell to his younger coadjutor. 

Shakespeare shared with other men of genius that recep- 
tivity of mind which impels them to assimilate much of the 
intcllectuaji effort of their contemporaries and to transmute 
it in the process, from unvalued ore into pure gold. Had 
Shakespeare not been professionally employed in recasting 
old plays by contemporaries, he would doubtless have shown 
in his writings traces of a study of their work. The verses 
of Thomas Watson, Samuel Daniel, Michael Drayton, Sir Shake- 
I’hilip Sidney, and Thomas Lodge were certainly among speare’s 
the rills which fed the mighty river of his poetic and lyric 
invention. Kyd and Greene, among rival writers of tragedy, power, 
left more or less ^definite impression on all Shakespeare’s 
early efforts in tragedy. It was, however, only to two of 
his fellow dramatists that his indebtedness as a writer of 
either corftedy or tragedy was matdtial or emphatically 
defined. i:;ugerior as Shakespeare’s powers were to those 
of Marlowe, nis coadjutor in ‘ Henry VI,’ his early tragedies 
o/ten reveal him in the character of a faithful disciple of that 
vehement delineator of tragic passion. Shakespeare’s early 
comedies disclose a like relationship between him and Lyly. 

Lyly is best known as the author of the affected 
romance of ‘ Euphues,’ whence in later life Shak^peare, in Lyly’s 
‘ Hamlet,’ borrowed Polonius’s advice to Laertes. Be- influence 
tween 1580 and 1592 Lyly produced eight trivial and in comedy. 
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insubstantial comedies, of which seven rere written 
in prose, and one was in rhyme. Much qf the dialogue 
in Shakespeare’s comedies, from ‘ Love’s Labour’s Lost ’' 
to ‘ Much Ado about Nothing,’ consists in thrusting 
and parrying fantastic conceits, puns, or antitheses. 
This is the style of intercourse in which* most of Lyly’s 
characters exclusively indulge. Three-fourths of Lyly’s 
comedies lightly revolve about topics of classical, or fairy 
mythology — in the very manner which Shakespeare first 
brought to a triumphant issue in his ‘ Midsummer Night’s 
Dream.’ Shakespeare’s treatment of eccentric characters . 
like Don Armado and his boy Moth in ‘Love’s Labour’s 
Lost ’reads like a reminiscence of Lyly’s portrayal of Sir- 
Thopas, a fat vainglorious knight, and his boy Epiton in the 
comedy of ‘ Endymion,’ while Lyly’s watchmen in tjie same 
play clearly adumbrate Shakespeare’s Dogberry and Verges. 
The device of masculine disguise for love-sick maidens was 
characteristic of Lyly’s method before Shakespeare ventured 
on it for the first of many times in ‘ Two (lentlemen of 
Verona,’ and the dispersal through Lyly’s comedies of songs 
possessing every lyrical charm is not the least interesting of 
the many striking features which Shakespeare’s achieve- 
ments in comedy seem to borrow from l.yly's comparatively 
insignificant experiments. 

Marlowe’s Marlowe, who alone of Shakespeare’s contemporaries 
influence can be credited with exerting on his efforts in tragedy a 
in tragedy, really substantial influence, was in 1592 and 1593 at the 
zenith of his fame. Two of Shakespeare’s earliest historical 
tragedies, ‘ Richard III ’ and ‘ Richard II,’ with the story of 
Shylock in his somewhat later comedy of the ‘ Merchant of 
Venice,’ plainly disclose a conscious resolve to follow in 
Marlowe’s footsteps. ' ^ * 

In ‘Richard III’ Shakespeare, working singlehanded, 
takes up the history «of England near the poinV at which 
Marlowe and he, apparently working in partnership, left it 
in the third part of ‘ Henry VL’ The subject was already 
familiar to dramatists. A Latin piece about Richard III, 
by Dr. Thomas Legge, had been in favour with academic 
audiences since 1579, and in 1594 the ‘True Tragedie of 
‘Richard Richard III’ from some other pen was published a*nony- 
III.’ mously ; but Shakespeare’s piece bears little resemblance to 

either. Shakespeare .sought his materials in the encyclo- 
psedic ‘ Chronicle ’ of Holinshed, the rich quarry to which 
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the whole sejies of his dramatic pictures of English history 
was to stand l^gely indebted. 'I'hroughout Shakespeare’s 
‘Richard III ’ the effort to emulate Marlowe is undeniable. 
The tmgedy is, says Mr. Swinburne, ‘as fiery in passion, 
as single in purpose, as rhetorical often, though never so 
inflated in expression, as Marlowe’s “ Tamburlainc ” itself.’ 
The turbulent piece was naturally popular. Burbage’s imper- 
sonation, of the hero was one of his most effective perform- 
ances, and his* vigorous enunciation of ‘ A horse, a horse ! 
my kingdom for a horse ! ’ gave the line proverbial 
• currency. 

‘ Richard II ’ seems to have followed ‘ Richard III ’ 
•without delay. Prose is avoided throughout ‘ Richard II,’ a 
certain sign of early work. The piece was probably com- 
posed '^rery early in 1593. Marlowe’s tempestuous vein is 
far less apparent in ‘ Richard 11 ’ than in ‘ Richard III.' 
But although ‘Richard II’ be in style and treatment less 
deeply indebted to Marlowe than its predecessor, it was clearly 
suggested by Marlowe’s ‘ Edward II.’ Throughout its expo- 
sition of the leading theme- the development and pathetic 
collapse of the weak king’s character — Shakespeare’s 
historical tragedy closely imitates Marlowe’s. Shakespeare 
drew the facts from Holinshed, but his embellishments are 
numerous, and mclude the magnificently eloquent eulogy 
of England which is set in the mouth of John of Gaunt. 
‘ Richard III ’and ‘ Richard II ’ were each published anony- 
mously in one and the same year (1597) by Andrew Wise 
at the sign of the Angel in St. Paul’s Churchyard ; they were 
printed as they had ‘been publikely acted by the right 
Honorable the Lorde Chamberlaine his servants ; ’ but the 
deposition scene in ‘ Richard II,’ which dealt with a topic 
distasteful to the^ Queen, was omitted from the impressions 
1597 was first supplied in the quarto 

of 1608. • • 

In ‘ As You Like It ’ (iii. v. 80) Shakespeare parentheti- 
cally commemorated his acquaintance with, and his general 
^indebtedness to, Marlowe by apostrophising him in the lines : 

Dead Shepherd ! now I find thy saw of might : 

‘ Who ever loved that loved not at first sight ? * 


The second line is a (juotation from Marlowe’s poem * Hero 
and Leander’ (line 76). In the ‘Merry Wives of Windsor’ 


‘ Richard 
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‘ Titus 
Androni- 
ciis. ’ 


(ill. i. 17-21) Shakespeare places in the moul^ of Sir Hugh 
Evans snatches of verse from Marlowe’s charming lyric, 
‘ Come live with me and be my love.’ 

Between February 1593 and the end of t^ie year the 
London theatres were closed, owing to the prevalence of 
the plague, and Shakespeare doubtless travelled with his 
comf)any in the country. But his pen was busily employed, 
an^ before the close of 1594 he gave marvellous proofs of 
his rapid powers of production. 

‘ T'itus Andronicus ’ was in his own lifetime claimed for 
Shakespeare, but Edward Ravenscroft, who prepared a new„ 
version in 1678, wrote of it : ‘I have been told by some 
anciently conversant with the stage that it was not originallyo 
his, but brought by a private author to be acted, and he 
only gave some master-touches to one or two of the 
principal parts or characters.’ Ravcnscroft’s assertion 
deserves acceptance. The tragedy, a sanguinary picture 
of the decadence of Imperial Rome, contains powerful lines 
and situations, but is far too repulsive in plot and treatment, 
and too ostentatious in classical allusions, to take rank with 
Shakespeare’s acknowledged work. Ben Jonson credits 
* Titus Andronicus ’ with a popularity equalling Kyd’s 
‘ Spanish Tragedy,’ and internal evidence shows* that Kyd 
was capable of writing much of ‘ Titus.’ It was suggested 
by a piece called ‘Titus and Vespasian,’ which IvOrd 
Strange’s men played on April ii, 1592 ; this is only 
extant in a German version acted by English players in 
Germany, and published in 1620. ‘ Titus Andronicus’ was 

obviously taken in hand soon after the production of 
‘Titus and Vespasian’ in order to exploit popular interest 
in the topic. It was acted by the Earl of Sussex’s men on 
January 23, 1593-4, when it was described as a new piece ; 
but that it was also acted subsequently by Shakespeare’s 
company is shown Ijy the title-page of the fir^t edition 
i594> which describes it as having been performed 
by the Earl of Derby’s servants (one of the successive titles 
of Shakespeare’s company), as well as by those of the Earls 
of Pembroke and Sussex. In the title-page of the second^ 
edition of 1600 addition was made to these th/ee noble- 
men of the Lord Chamberlain (Lord Hunsdon), whO‘was 
the Earl of Derby’s successor in the patronage of Shake- 
speare’s covnpany. The piece was entered on the ‘Sta- 
tioners’ Register’ on February 6, 1594, to John Danter, 
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the printer, Hosier I^ane, who produced the first (im- 
perfect) quarto^ of ‘ Romeo and Juliet/ 13 anter’s edition 
jvas published in 1594, without the playwright’s supervision, 
jointly^by Edward White, whose shop ‘at the little North 
doore of Paules ’ bore, as the title-page stated, ‘ the signe 
of the Gunne’,and by Thomas Millington, whose shop, 
unmentioned on the title-page, was in Cornhill. Only 
one copy of this quarto is known. It was discovered, in 
Sweden in 1905, and purchased by an American col- 
lector. A second edition of the play was published solely 
J:)y Edward White in 1600. The printer of this volume, 
James Roberts, who was in a large way of business in 
4I1C Barbican, was printer and publisher of ‘ the players’ 
bills ’ or programmes of the theatre. This office Roberts 
had purejhased in 1594 of its previous holder, John Charle- 
wood. He held it till 1613, when he sold it to William 
Jaggard. 

For part of the plot of ‘ The Merchant of Venice ’ in 
which two romantic love stories are skilfully blended with 
a theme of tragic import, Shakespeare had recourse to ‘II 
Becorone,’ a fourteenth-century collection of Italian novels 
by Ser Giovanni Fiorentino, which was not published till 
1558. Th^e a Jewish creditor demands a pound of flesh 
of a defaulting Chfristian debtor, and the latter is rescued 
through the advocacy of ‘the lady of Belmont,’ who is wife 
of the debtor’s friend. The management of the plot in the 
Italian novel is closely followed by Shakespeare. A similar 
story is slenderly outlined in the popular mediaeval collec- 
tion of anecdotes called ‘ Gesta Romanorum,’ while the tale 
of the caskets, which Shakespeare combined with it in the 
‘Merchant,’ is told independently in another portion of the 
‘ Gesta.’ But Shakespeare’s ‘ Merchant ’ owes much to 
other sources, including Aiore than one old play. Stephen 
Gosson describes in his ‘Schooleof Abuie’ (1579) a lost play 
called ‘the Jew . . . showne at the Bull [inn] . . . represent- 
ing the greedirit’sse of worldly chusers and bloody mindes of 
usurers.’ This description suggests that the two stories of 
th5 pound of flesh and the caskets had been combined 
before for purposes of dramatic representation. The scenes 
in Sha 4 cespeare’s play in which Antonio negotiates with 
Shylock are roughly anticipated, too, by dialogues between 
a Jewish creditor Gerontus and a Christian debtdi: in the 
extant play of ‘The Three Ladies of London,’ by Rfobert] 


‘ Merchant 
of Venice,’ 
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Wilson], 1584. There the Jew opens the attack on his 
Christian debtor with the lines ; , 

Signor Mercatore, why do you not pay me ? Think yo*-! I will ‘ 
be mocked in this sort ? * 

This three times you have flouted me— it seems you make thereat 
a sport. • ^ 

Truly pay me my money, and that even now presently, 

Or by mighty Mahomet, I swear 1 will forthwith arrest thee. 

Subsecjuently, when the judge is passing judgment in favour 
of the debtor, the Jew interrupts : 

Stay, there, most pitissant judge. Signor Mercatore, consider 
what you do. 

Pay me tlie principal, as for the interest I forgive it you. 

Above all is it of interest to note that Shakespeare in 
‘The Merchant of Venice’ betrays the last definal)le traces 
of his discipleship to Marlowe. Although the delicate 
comedy which lightens the serious interest of Shakespeare’s 
play sets it in a wholly different category from that of 
Marlowe’s ‘ Jew of Malta,’ the humanised portrait of the 
Jew Shylock embodies distinct reminiscences of Marlowe’s 
caricature of the Jew Barabbas. But Shakespeare soon 
outpaced his master, and the inspiration that he drew from 
Marlowe in the ‘Merchant’ touches only ‘the general 
conception of the central figure. Doubtless the popular 
interest aroused by the trial in February 1594 and the 
execution in June of the Queen’s Jewish physician, Roderigo 
Lopez, incited Shakespeare to a new and subtler study of 
Jewish character. Lopez was the Earl of Leicester’s 
physician before 1586, and the Queen’s chief physician from 
that date. An accomplished linguist, with friends in all 
parts of Europe, he acted in 1590, at the request of the 
Earl of Essex, as interpreter to Anton\o Perez, a victim of 
Philip IPs persecution, popularly called Don Antonio, whom 
Essex and his associates had brought to England in order to 
stimulate the hostility of the English public to Spain. 
Spanish agents in London offered Lopez a bribe to poison 
Antonio and the Queen. The evidence that he assented 
to the murderous propo.sal is incomplete, but he was ebn- 
victed of treason, and was hanged at l'yt>urn on June 7, 
1594. His trial and execution evoked a marked display of 
anti-Semitism on the part of the London populace at a time 
when v&y few Jews were domiciled in England. That a 
Christian named Antonio should be the cause of the ruin 
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alike of the greatest Jew in Elizabethan England and of 
the greatest Je\Niof the Elizabethan drama is a curious con- 
fifination of^thc theory that Lopez was the begetter of 
Shylock* It is to be borne in mind that Shylock (not the 
merchant Antonio) is the hero of Shakespeare’s play, and 
the main interest*culminates*in the Jew’s trial and discomfi- 
ture. The bold transition from that solemn scene which 
trembles on the brink of tragedy to the gently poetic arid * 
humorous incidents of the concluding act attests a mastery 
of stagecraft ; but the interest, although it is sustained to 
Mie end, is, after wShylock’s final exit, pifehed in a lower key. 

The ‘ Venesyon Comedy,’ which Henslowe, the manager, 
1^'oduced at the Rose on August 25, 1594, was probably 
the earliest version of ‘ The iVlerchant of Venice,’ and it was 
revised ktcr. On July 17, 1598, the notorious James 
Roberts, who printed ‘Titus Andronicus ’ and others of 
Shakespeare’s plays, secured a license from the Stationers’ 
(kunpany for the publication of ‘The Merchaunt of Venyce, 
or otherwise called the Jewe of Venyce,’ on condition that 
the Lord Chamberlain gave his assent to the publication. 

It was not published till 1600, when two editions appeared, 
each printed from a different stage copy. Both editions 
came from koberts’s press, and Roberts published as well as 
printed the first quarto, which is more carefully printed than 
the second. Thomas Heyes (or Hayes) was the publisher 
of the second edition. Heyes’s e]uarto was the text selected 
by the editors of the First Folio. 

To 1594 must also be assigned ‘King John,’ which, ‘King 
like the ‘Comedy of Errors’ and ‘Richard II,’ alto- J«hn.^ 
gether eschews prose. The piece, which was not printed 
till 1623, was directly adapted from a worthless play called 
‘ The Troublesome Raigpe of King John ’ (1591), which was 
fraudulently reissued in 1611 as ‘written by W. Sh.,’ and in 
1622 as by*‘W. Shake.speare.’ There is very small ground 
for associating Marlowe’s name with the old play. Into the 
adaptation Shakespeare flung all his energy, and the theme 
grew under his hand into genuine tragedy. The three chief 
ctoacters — the mean and cruel king, the grief-stricken and 
desperately wronged Constance, and the soldierly humourist 
Faulconbridge- are in all essentials of his own invention, 
and are portrayed with the same sureness of touch that 
marked in Shylock his rapidly maturing strength. The 
scene, in which the gentle boy Arthur learns from Hubert 
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that the king has ordered his eyes to bjk put out, is as 
affecting as any passage in tragic literaturt^. 

At the close of 1594 a performance of Shakespeare’s 
early farce, ‘ The Comedy of Errors,’ gave him ,a passing 
notoriety that he could well have spared. The piece was 
played on the evening of Innocents’ Day (December 28), 
1594, in the hall of Gray’s Inn, before a crowded audience of 
benchers, students, and their friends. Thert^ was some 
disturbance during the evening on the part of guests from 
the Inner Temple, who, dissatisfied with the accommodation 
afforded them, rerired in dudgeon. ‘ So that night,’ tb(‘ 
contemporary chronicler states, ‘ was begun and continued 
to the end in nothing but confusion and errors, whereupon 
it was ever afterwards called the “Night of horrors.’” 
Shakespeare was acting on the same day before the Queen 
at Greenwich, and it is doubtful if he were present. On the 
morrow a commission of oyer and terminer inquired into 
the causes of the tumult, which was casuistically attributed 
to a .sorcerer having ‘foisted a company of base and common 
fellows to make up our disorders with a play of errors and 
confusions.’ 

Two plays of uncertain authorship attracted public at- 
tention during the period under review ( 1 59 1 -*^4) --‘Arden 
of Feversham ’ (licensed for publication April 3, 1592, 
and published in 1592) and ‘Edward III’ (licensed for 
publication December i, 1595, and published in 1596). 
Shakespeare’s hand has been traced in both, mainly on the 
ground that their dramatic energy is of a equality not to be 
discerned in the work of any contemporary whose writings 
are extant. There is no external evidence in favour of 
Shakespeare’s authorship in either case. ‘ Arden of Fever- 
sham ’ dramatises with intensity^ and* insight a sordid 
murder of a husband by a wife which took place at Faver- 
sham in 1551, and*vas fully reported by Holii:ftshed. The 
subject is of a different type from any which Shakespeare is 
known to have treated, and although the play may be, as 
Mr. Swinburne insists, ‘ a young man’s work,’ it bears no 
relation either in topic or style to the work on which 
young Shakespeare was engaged at a period so early as 1591 
or 1592. ‘Edward III ’ is a play in Marlowe’s veiil, and 
has been assigned to Shakespeare on even more shadowy 
grounds.* Capell reprinted it in his ‘ Prolusions ’ in 1760, 
and described it as ‘thought to be writ by Shakespeare.’ 
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Many speeches scattered through the drama, and one whole 
scene — that ii'T which the Countess of Salisbury repulses 
tl^e advances of *Edward III — show the hand of a master 
(ii. ii.) ^But there is even in the style of these contributions 
much to dissociate them from Shakespeare’s acknowledged 
productions, and^ to justify .their ascription to some less 
.gifted disciple of Marlowe. A line in act ii. sc. i. (‘Lilies 
that fester smell far worse than weeds ’) reappears in 
Shakespeare’s ‘Sonnets’ (xciv. 1 . 14). It was contrary to 
his practice to literally plagiarise himself. The line in the 
|)lay was doubtless borrowed from a jnaniiscript copy of 
the ‘Sonnets.’ 

. Two other popular plays of the period, ‘ Mucedorus ’ 
and ‘ Faire Em,’ have also been assigned to Shakespeare 
on slighter provocation. In Charles II’s library they were 
bound together in a volume labelled ‘ Shakespeare, VoL I.,’ 
and hold speculators have occasionally sought to justify the 
misnomer. 

‘ Mucedorus,’ an elementary effort in romantic comedy, 
elates from the early years of Elizabeth’s reign ; it was first 
published, doubtless after undergoing revision, in 1595, 
and was reissued, ‘ amplified with new additions,’ in 1610. 
Mr, Payne Collier, who included it in his privately printed 
edition of Shakes|x;are in 1878, was confident that a scene 
interpolated in the 1610 version (in which the King of 
Valentia laments the supposed loss of his son) displayed 
genius which Shakespeare alone could compass. However 
readily critics may admit the superiority in literary value of 
the interpolated scene to anything else in the piece, few will 
accept Mr. Collier’s extravagant estimate. The .scene was 
probably from the pen of an admiring but faltering imitato 
of Shake.speare. • 

‘ Faire Em,’ although *not published till 1631, was acted 
by Shakespeare’s company while Lord Strange was its 
patron, and some lines from it are quoted for purposes of 
ridicule by Robert Greene in his ‘ Farewell to Folly ’ at 
so early a date as 1592. It is another rudimentary en- 
dciivour in romantic comedy, and has not even the preten- 
sion of ‘ Mucedorus ’ to one short scene of conspicuous 
literary merit. 
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VI 

• THE EIRS7' APPEAL TO THE READING TUBLIC 

During the busy years (1591-4) that witnessed his first 
pronounced successes as a dramatist, Shakespeare came 
before the public in yet another literary capacity. On 
April 18, 1593, Richard Field, the printer, who was h^s 
fellow-townsman, obtained a license for the publication of 
‘Venus and Adonis,’ a metrical version of a cla.^ical talc 
of love. It was published a month or two later, without 
an author’s name on the title*pag(^, but Shakespeare 
appended his full name to the dedication, which he ad- 
dressed in conventional style of obsequiousness to Henry 
Wriothesley, third Earl of Southampton. The Earl, who 
was in his twentieth year, was reckoned the handsomest 
man at Court, with a pronounced disposition |o gallantry. 
He had vast possessions, was well educated, loved literature, 
and through life extended to men of letters a generous 
patronage. ‘ 1 know not how I shall offend,’ Shakespeare 
now wrote to him, ‘ in dedicating my unpolished lines to 
your lordship, nor how the world will censure me for choos- 
ing so strong a prop to support so weak a burden. . . . 
But if the first heir of my invention prove deformed, I 
shall be sorry it had so noble a godfather.’ ‘ The first heir 
of my invention ’ implies that the poenj was written, or at 
least designed, before Shakes peace’s dramatic work. It is 
affluent in beautiful imagery and metrical sweetness, but 
imbued with a tont of license which may be h&ld either to 
justify the theory that it was a precocious ^prpduct of the 
author’s youth, or to show that Shakespeare was not unready 
in mature years to write with a view to gratifying a patrop’s 
somewhat lascivious tastes. The title-page bears a beautiful 
Latin motto from Ovid’s ‘ Amores : ’ 

« 

Vilia miretur vulgus ; mihi flavus Apollo 
^ Pocula Castalia plena ministret aqua. 

Marlowe in his translation of Ovid’s ‘ Amores ’ had 
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already rendered these lines into somewhat awkward 
English thus 

Let base conceited wits admire vile thinj;s ; 

Fr^ir Phoebus lead me to the Muses’ springs ! 

'The influence of Ovid, who told the story of Venus and Adonis 
in his ‘ Metamorphoses,’ is apparent in many of the details 
of Shakespeare’s poem. But the theme was doubtless first 
suggested U) him by a contemporary effort. Lodge’s ‘ vScilla(^s 
Metamorphosis,’ which appeared in 1589, is not only written 
in the same metre (six-line stanzas rhyming a b a b c c\ 
hut narrates in the exordium the same incidents in the same 
spirit. There is little doubt that Shake.speare drew from 
Rodge some of his inspiration. 

A year after the issue of ‘ Venus and Adonis,’ in 1594, 
Shakespeare published another poem in like vein, but far 
more mature in temper and execution. The digression 
(11. 939 59) on the destroying power of Time, esiiecially, is 
in an exalted key of meditation which is not sounded in 
the earlier poem. The metre, too, is changed ; seven-line 
stanzas (Chaucer’s rhyme royal, a b a b b c c) take the place 
of six-line stanzas. The second poem was entered in the 
‘ Stationers’, Registers ’ on May 9, 1594, under the title 
of ‘A Booke intitled the Ravyshement of Lucrece,’ ‘Lucrece.’ 
and was published in the same year under the title 
‘ Liicrece.’ Richard Field printed it, and John Harrison 
published and sold it at the sign of the White Greyhound 
in St. Paul’s Churchyard. The classical story of Lucretia’s 
ravishment and suicide is briefly recorded in Ovid’s ‘ Fasti,’ 
but Chaucer had retold it in his ‘Legend of Good 
Women,’ and Shakespeare must have read it there. Again, 
in topic and metje the poem reflected a contemporary 
poet’s work. Samuel Daniel’s ‘ Complaint of Rosamond,’ 
with its seven-line stanza (1592), stood to ‘ Lucrece ’ in 
even closef relation than Lodge’s ‘ Scflla,’ with its six-line 
stanza, to ‘Venus and Adonis.’ Rosamond, in Daniel’s 
poem, muses thus when King Henry challenges her honour : 

But what ? he is my King and may constraine me ; 

Whether I yeeld or not, I live defamed ; 

The World will thinke Authorise did gainc me ; 

I shall be judg’d his Love and so be shamed ; 

We see the faire condemn’d that never gamed ; 

And if I yeeld, ’tis honourable shame ; • 

If not, I live di.sgrac’d, yet thought the same. 
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The pathetic accents of Shakespeare’s heroine are those of 
Daniel’s heroine purified and glorified. The passage on Ti me 
in * Lucrece ’ is elaborated from one in Watson’s ‘ Passionate 
Centurie of Love ’ (No. Ixxvii.), and Watson acknowledges 
that he adapted his lines from an Italian poem by Serafino. 

Shakespeare dedicated his ^second vojume of poetry to 
the P'arl of Southampton, the patron of his first, but the 
tQne of the dedicatory epistle is changed. The poet now 
addressed the earl in terms of devoted friendship. Such 
expressions were not uncommon at the time in communica- 
tions between patrons and poets, but, in their present con- 
nection, they suggest that Shakespeare’s relations with the 
brilliant young nobleman had grown closer since he dedi- 
cated ‘ Venus and Adonis ’ to him in colder language a year 
before. ‘The love I dedicate to your lordship,’ Shakespeare 
wrote in the opening pages of ‘Lucrece,’ ‘is witEout end, 
whereof this pamphlet without beginning is but a superfluous 
moiety. . . . What I have done is yours ; what I have to 
do is yours ; being part in all I have, devoted yours.’ 

In these poems Shake.speare made his earliest appeal to 
the world of readers, and the reading public welcomed his 
addresses with unqualified enthusiasm. The London 
playgoer already knew Shakespeare’s name a?, that of a 
promising actor and playwright, but his dramatic efforts 
had hitherto been consigned in manuscript, as soon as the 
theatrical representations ceased, to the coffers of their 
owner, the playhouse manager. His early plays brought him 
at the outset little reputation as a man of letters. It was 
not as the myriad-minded dramatist, but in the restricted 
rok of adapter for English readers of familiar Ovidian fables, 
that he first impressed a wide circle of his contemporaries 
with the fact of his mighty genius. The perfect sweetness 
of the verse and the poetical huagery in ‘Venus and 
Adonis’ and ‘Lucjjpce’ practically silenced ceijsureof the 
licentious treatment of the themes on the part of the 
seriously minded. Critics vied with each, alher in the 
exuberance of the eulogies in which they proclaimed that 
the fortunate author had gained a place in permanence e^n 
the summit of Parnassus. ‘ Lucrece,’ wrote Michael Drayton 
in his ‘Legend of Matilda’ (1594), was ‘revived to live 
another age.’ In 1595 William Clerke in his ‘ Polimanteia ’ 
gave ‘ tfll praise ’ to ‘ sweet Shakespeare ’ for his 
‘Lucrecia.’ John Weever, in a sonnet addressed to 
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‘ honey-tongu^d Shakespeare’ in his ‘Epigrams’ (1595), 
eulogised the two poems as an unmatchable achievement, 
although he mentioned the plays ‘ Romeo ’ and ‘ Richard ’ 
and ‘ more \^hose names I know not.’ Richard Carew at 
ihe same time classed him with Marlowe as deserving 
the praises of an English Catullus. Printers and publishers 
of the poems strained their resources to satisfy the demands 
of eager purchasers. No fewer than seven editions of 
‘Venus’ appeared between 1594 and 1602; an eighth 
followed in 1617. ‘ Lucrece ’ achieved a fifth edition in 

[he year of Shakes [)eare’s death. 

There is a likelihood, too, that Spenser, the greatest of Shake- 
.‘Jiakespeare’s t)oetic contemporaries, was first drawn by the speare and 
poems into the ranks of Shakespeare’s admirers. It is 
liardly doubtful that Spenser described Shakespeare in 
‘('olin Clouts come home againe ’ (completed in 1594), 
under the name of ‘Action’ a familiar Greek proper name 
d(a‘ived from dtros, an eagle : 

And there, though last not least is Aetion ; 

A gentler Shepheard may no where be found. 

Whose muse, full of high thought’s invention, 

Doth, like hinisclfe, heroicaUy sound. 

• 

The last line seems to allude to vShakespeare’s surname. 

We may assume that the admiration was mutual. At any 
rate, Shakespeare acknowledged acquaintance with Spenser’s 
work in a plain reference to his ‘ Teares of the Muses ’ 

(1591) in ‘ Midsummer Night’s Dream ’ (v. i. 52-3). There 
we read how 

The thrice three Muses, mourning for the death 
Of learning, late deceased in beggary, 

was the theme of one ’of the dramatic entertainments 
wherewith it was proposed to celebrate il'heseus’s marriage. 

In Spenser’s ‘Teares of the Muses’ each of the Nine 
lamented in»turn her declining influence on the literary and 
dramatic effort of the age. Theseus dismissed the suggestion 
with the not inappropriate comment : 

That is some satire keen and critical, 

* Not sorting with a nuptial ceremony. 

But there is no ground for assuming that SpensSr in the 
same poem referred figuratively to Shakespeare when he 

E 
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made Thalia deplore the recent death of ‘our pleasant 

Willy.’ ^ • 

All llicse and all lliat els the Coinick Stage 
With seasoned wit and goodly pleasance grao^d, 

11}’ which mans life in his likesf image 

Was limned forth, arc wholly now defaced . . , 

And he, the man whom Nature selfe ha<l made 
To mock her selfe and Truth lo imitate, 

With kindly counter under mimick shade, 

Our pleasant Willy, ah ! is dead of late ; 

With whom all joy and jolly meriment 

is also deaded and in dolour drent (II. 199-210). 


The name Willy was frequently used in contemporary 
literature as a term of familiarity without relation to th® 
baptismal name of the person referred to. Sir Philip 
Sidney was addressed as ‘ Willy ’ by some of his* elegists. 
A comic actor, ‘dead of late’ in a literal sense, was clearly 
intended by Spenser, and there is no reason to dispute the 
view of an early seventeenth-century commentator that 
Spenser was paying a tribute to the loss English comedy had 
lately sustained by the death of the comedian, Richard 
Tarleton. Similarly the ‘ gentle spirit’ who is described by 
Spenser in a later stanza as sitting ‘ in idle cell ’ rather than 
turn his pen to base uses cannot be reasonably identified 
with Shakespeare. 

But that same gentle spirit, from whose pen 
Large streames of honnie and sweete nectar tlowe, 

Scorning the boldnes of such base-borne men 
Which dare their follies forth so rashlic throwe, 

Doth rather choose lo sit in idle cell 

Than so himselfe to mockerie to sell ( 11 . 217-22). 

Meanwhile Shakespeare was gainiirg personal esteem 
Patrons at outside the circles of actors and m\in of letters. His genius 
Court. and ‘ civil demeanor ’ of which Chettle wrote girrestcd the 
notice not only of Southampton but of other noble patrons 
of literature and the drama. His summons to<act at Court 
with the most famous actors of the day at the Christmas of 
1594 was possibly due in part to personal interest •‘in 
himself. Elizabeth quickly showed him special favour. 
Until the end of her reign his plays were repeatedly acted 
in her presence. The revised version of ‘ Love’s Labour’s 
Lost’ w!is given at Whitehall at Christmas 1597, and 
tradition credits the Queen with unconcealed enthusiasm 
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for Falstaff, ^ho came into being a little later. Under 
Elizabeth’s successor Shakespeare greatly strengthened his 
}i^)ld on royal favour, but Ben Jonson claimed that the Queen’s 
appreciation^qualled that of James I. When Jonson wrote 
in his elegy on Shakespeare of 

tliose llighfs upon the hanks of Thames 
That so did take Eliza and our James, 

he was mindful of many representations of Shakespeare’s 
plavs by the poet and his fellow-actors at the palaces of 
ivhitehal), Richmond, and Greenwich during the last 
decade of Elizabeth’s reign. 
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VII 

HIE SONNETS 

It was doubtless to Shakespeare’s personal relations with* 
men and women of the Court that his sonnets owed their 
existence. In Italy and France the practice of writing an 3 
circulating scries of sonnets inscribed to great men and 
women flourished continuously throughout the ‘sixteenth 
century. In England, until the last decade of that 
century, the vogue was intermittent. Wyatt and Surrey 
inaugurated sonnettcering in the hmglish language under 
Henry VIII, and T'homas Watson devoted much energy to 
the pursuit when Shakespeare was a boy. But it was not until 
1591, when Sir Philip Sidney’s collection of sonnets 
entitled ‘ Astrophel and Stella ’ was first published, that the 
sonnet enjoyed in England any conspicuous or continuous 
favour. For the half-dozen years following the appearance 
of Sir I^hilip Sidney’s volume the writing of sonnets, both 
singly and in connected sequences, engaged more literary 
activity in this country than it engaged at any period here or 
elsewhere. Men and women of the cultivated E^lizabethan 
nobility encouraged poets to celebrate in single sonnets 
their virtues and graces, and under the same patronage 
there were produced multitudes of sonKet-scquences which 
more or less fancifully narrated, aftXir the manner of Petrarch 
and his succcsso|;s, the pleasures and paips of love. 
Between 1591 and 1597 no aspirant to poetic fame in the 
country failed to seek a patron’s ears by a trkil of skill on 
the popular poetic instrument, and Shakespeare, who 
habitually kept abreast of the currents of contemporary 
literary taste, applied himself to sonnettcering with all the 
force of his poetic genius when the fashion was at its height. 

Shakespeare had lightly experimented with the sonnet 
from thcf outset of his literary career. T'hree well-turned 
examples figure in ‘Love’s Labour’s Lost,’ probably his 
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earliest play;^wo of the choruses in ‘Romeo and Juliet’ 
are couched in tlje sonnet form ; and a letter of the heroine 
Helen in ‘ All’s Well that Ends Well,’ which bears traces of 
very early composition, takes the same shape. It has, too, 
been argued ingeniously, if not convincingly, that he was 
author of the somewhat clumsy sonnet, ‘ Phaeton to his 
•friend Florio,’ which prefaced in 1591 Florio’s ‘Second 
Frutes,’ a sprics of Italian-Fmglish dialogues for students. ’ 

But these were sporadic efforts. It was not till the 
spring of 1593, after Shakespeare had secured a nobleman’s 
patronage for his earliest publication, ‘Venus and Adonis,’ 
that he became a sonnetteer on an extended scale. Of the 
hundred and fifty-four sonnets that survive outside his plays, 
the greater number were in all likelihood composed between 
that date And the autumn of 1594, during his thirtieth and 
thirty-first years, llis occasional reference in the soimets to 
his growing age was a conventional device —traceable to 
I’etrarch — of all sonnetteers of the day, and admits of no 
literal interpretation. In matter and in manner the bulk of 
the poems suggest that they came from the pen of a man 
not much more than thirty. Doubtless he renewed his 
sonnetteering efforts occasionally and at irregular intervals 
during the nine years which elapsed between 1594 and the 
accession of James I in 1603. But to very few of the 
extant examples can a date later than 1594 be allotted with 
confidence. Sonnet evii., in which plain reference is made 
to Queen Elizabeth’s death, may be fairly regarded as a 
belated and a final act of homage on Shakespeare’s part to 
the importunate vogue of the Elizabethan sonnet. All the 
evidence, whether internal or external, points to the con- 
clusion that the sonnet exhausted such fascination as it 
cjxcrted on Shakespeare Ijpfore his dramatic genius attained 
its full height. 

In liter^y value Shakespeare’s soilnets are notably 
unequal. Many reach levels of lyric melody and meditative 
energy that are hardly to be matched elsewhere in poetry. 
1 hj3 best examples are charged with the mellowed sweetness 
of rhythm and metre, the depth of thought and feeling, the 
vividness of imagery and the stimulating fervour of expres- 
sion which are the finest fruits of poetic power. On the 
other hand, many sink almost into inanity benpath the 
burden of quibbles and conceits. In both their excellences 
ftnd their defects Shakespeare’s sonnets betray near 
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kinship to his early dramatic work, in whi^i passages of 
the highest poetic temper at times alternate? with unimpres- 
sive displays of verbal jugglery. In phraseology the sonnets 
often closely resemble such early dramatic efforts as ‘ Love’s 
Labour’s Lost ’ and ‘ Romeo and Juliet.’ There is far more 
concentration in the sonnets rtian in ‘Venus and Adonis’ 
or in ‘ Lucrecc,’ although occasional utterances of Shake- ‘ 
sf)earc’s Roman heroine show traces of the intensity that 
characterises the best of them. 'J'he superior and more 
evenly sustained energy of the sonnets is to be attributed, 
not to the accession of power that comes with increase of , 
years, but to the innate principles of the poetic form, to 
metrical exigencies, which impelled the sonnetteer toaim «t 
a uniform condensation of thought and language. 

Shakespeare’s ‘ Sonnets ’ ignore the somewhat complex 
scheme of rhyme adopted by J’ctrarch, whom the Elizabethan 
sonnetteers, like the French sonnetteers of the sixteenth 
century, recognised to be in most respects their master. 
Following the example originally set by Surrey and Wyatt, 
and generally pursued by Shakespeare’s contemporaries, his 
sonnets aim at far greater metrical simplicity than the Italian 
or the French. They consist of three decasyllabic quatrains 
with a concluding couplet, and the quatrains rhyme alter- 
nately. A single sonnet does not always* form an indepen- 
dent poem. As in the French and Italian sonnets of the 
period, and in those of Spenser, Sidney, Daniel, and Dray- 
ton, the same train of thought is at times pursued con- 
tinuously through two or more. The collection of Shake- 
speare’s 154 sonnets thus presents the appearance of an 
extended series of independent poems, many in a varying 
number of fourteen-line stanzas. The longest sequence 
(i.-xvii.) numbers seventeen son^iets, and in the original 
edition opens the volume. 

It is unlikely tfiat the order in which the 'poems were 
first printed follows the order in which they were written. 
Fantastic endeavours have been made to detect in tlie 
original arrangement of the poems a closely connected 
narrative, but the thread is on any showing constantly infer- 
rupted. The whole series is commonly separated by critics 
into two ‘ groups ’ — the first consisting of sonnets i. tdcxxvi., 
all of wlpch are usually described as being addressed to a 
young man, and the second consisting of sonnets cxxvii. to 
cliv., all of which are usually described as addressed to a 
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woman (a ‘ <^ark lady ’ ). But both groups as a matter of 
fact include several meditative soliloquies in the form of 
sonnets that ar*e addressed to no person at all, and a few of 
the sonnet^ in the first group might, as far as internal 
indications go, have been addressed to a woman. Readers 
and publishers qf the seventeenth century acknowledged no 
sort of significance in the order in which the poems first 
saw the light. When the sonnets were printed for a scegnd 
time in 1*640 — thirty-one years after their first appearance — 
they were presented in a completely different order. I’he 
^ short descriptive titles which were then supplied to single 
sonnets or to short sequences proved that the collection 
#vas regarded as a disconnected scries of occasional poems 
in more or less amorous vein. 

In \^hatever order Shakespeare’s sonnets be studied, the 
claim that has been advanced in their behalf to rank as 
autobiographical documents can only be accepted with many 
qualifications. P'lizabethan sonnets were commonly the 
artificial products of the poet’s fancy. A strain of personal 
emotion i^ occasionally discernible in a detached effort, and 
is vaguely traceable in a few sequences ; but autobiogra- 
phical confessions were very rarely the stuff of which the 
Elizabethah sonnet was made. The typical collection of 
Elizabethan sonnets was a mosaic of plagiarisms, a medley 
of imitative studies. Echoes of the french or of the Italian 
sonnetteers, with their Platonic idealism, arc usually the 
dominant notes. With good reason Sir Philip Sidney warned 
the public that ‘ no inward touch ’ was to be expected from 
sonnetteers of his day, whom he describes as 

[Men] that do dictionary’s method bring 

Into their rliymcs running in rattling rows ; 

[Men] thift poor I’etrarch’s long deceased woes 

With newborn sTghs and denizened wit do sing. 

The dfssemination of false sentimeht by the sonnetteers, 
and the mechanical monotony with which they treated ‘ the 
pangs of despised love’ or the joys of requited affection, did 
liot escape the censure of contemporary criticism. The air 
soon rang with sarcastic protests from the most respected 
writers of the day. Echoes of the critical hostility are heard, 
it is curious to note, in nearly all the references that Shake- 
speare himself makes to sonnetteering in his playf . ‘ Tush, 

none but minstrels like of sonnetting,’ exclaims Biron in 
‘ Love’s Labour’s Lost ’ (iv. iii. 1 58). In the ‘ Two ( lentlemen 
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of Verona ’ (in. ii. 68 seq.) there is a satiric touch in the recipe 
for the conventional love-sonnet which Proteus offers the 
amorous Duke : * 

You must lay lime to tangle her desires 
Hy wailful sonnets whose composed rime 
Should be full fraught with serviceablp vows . . . 

Say that upon the altar of her beauty 

You sacrifice your sighs, your tears, your heart. 

• 

At a first glance a far larger proportion of Shakespeare’s 
sonnets give the reader the illusion of personal confessions 
than those of any contemporary, hut when allowance has* 
been made for the current conventions of Elizabethai^ 
sonnetteering, as well as for Shakespeare’s unapproached 
affluence in dramatic instinct and invention — an affluence 
which enabled him to identify himself with every phase of 
human emotion — the autobiographic element in liis sonnets, 
although it may not be dismissed altogether, is seen to 
shrink to slender proportions. As soon as the collection is 
studied comparatively with the many thousand sopnets that 
the printing presses of England, France, and Italy poured 
forth during the last years of the sixteenth century, a vast 
number of Shakespeare’s performances prove be little 
more than professional trials of skill, often of superlative 
merit, to which he deemed him.self challenged by the efforts 
of contemporary ])ractitioners. The thoughts and words 
of the sonnets of Daniel, Drayton, Watson, Barnabe Barnes, 
Constable, Spenser, and Sidney were frequently assimilated 
by Shakespeare in his poems with as little compunction as 
were the plays and novels of his contemporaries in his dramatic 
work. The imitative element in his sonnets is large enough to 
refute the assertion that in them as a w4iole he sought to 
‘ unlock his heart.’ It is true thjft the sonnets in which 
the writer reproaches himself with sin, or gives .expression 
to a sense of melancholy, offer at times a convincing illusion 
of autobiographic confessions ; and it is just possible that 
they stand apart from the rest, and reveal the writer’s inner 
consciousness. But they may be, on the other hand, merely 
literary meditations, conceived by the greatest of dramatists, 
on infirmities incident to all human nature, and only attempted 
after the cue had been given by rival sonnetteers. At any 
rate, even their energetic lines are often adapted from the less 
forcible and less qoherent utterances of contemporary poets, 
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and the themes are common to almost all h>lizabethan 
collections o^ sonnets. 

* For example, in the numerous sonnets in which Shake- 
speare boasted that his verse was so certain of immortality that 
it was capable of immortalising the person to whom it was 
addressed, he gaye voice to^io conviction that was peculiar 
to his mental constitution, to no involuntary exaltation of 
spirit, or spontaneous ebullition of feeling. He was merely 
proving that he could at will, and with superior effect, 
handle a theme that Ronsard and Desportcs, emulating 
^rindar, Horace, Ovid, and other classical poets, had lately 
made a commonplace of the poetry of Europe. Sir Philip 
Sidney, in his ‘Apologia for Poetrie’ (1595), wrote that it 
was tlie common habit of poets ‘ to tell you that they will 
make you immortal by their verses.’ ‘ Men of great calling,’ 
Nash wrote in his ‘ Pierce Pennilcsse,’ r593, ‘ take it of merit 
to have their names eternised by poets.’ In the hands of 
Elizabethan sonnetteers the ‘eternising’ faculty of their 
verse became a staple and indeed an inevitable topic. 
Spenser wyote in his ‘ Amoretti ’ (1595, Sonnet Ixxv.) : 

My verse your virtues rare shall eternize, 

?Vncl in the heavens write your glorious name. 


Again, when commemorating the death of the Earl of 
^V^a^wick in the ‘ Ruines of Time’ {c. 1591), Spenser assured 
the Earl’s widowed Countess, 


Thy I.ord shall never die the whiles this verse 
Shall live, and surely it shall live for ever : 

For ever if shall live, and shall rehearse 
His worthie prai??e, and vertues dying never, 
Though death his soul doo from his body sever ; 
And thou thyself herein shalt also five : 

Such grace the heavens doo to my verses give. 


prayton and Daniel developed the conceit with unblushing 
iteration. Shakespeare, in his references to his ‘ eternal lines ’ 
(xviii? 12) and in the assurances that he gives the subject of 
his addresses that the sonnets are, in Daniel’s exact phrase, 
his ‘monument’ (Ixxxi. 9, evii. 13), was merely*accommo- 
dating himself to the prevailing taste. Characteristically in 
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Sonnet Iv. he invested the topic with a splendour that was 
not approached by any other poet : 

Not marble, nor the gilded monuments 
Of princes, shall outlive this powerful rhyme ; 

But you shall shine more bright in these contents 
Than unswepl stone besmearld with sluttij^ time. 

When wasteful war shall statues overturn, 

And broils root out the work of masonry. 

Nor Mars his sword nor war’s quick fire shall burn 
The living record of your memory. 

’Gainst death and all-oblivious enmity 

Shall you pace forth ; your praise shall still find room 

Iwen in the eyes of all })osterity 

That w'car this world out to the ending doom. 

So, till the judgement that yourself arise, 

You live in this, and dwell in lovers’ eyes. 

• 

The imitative element is no less conspicuous in most of 
the sonnets at the end of the volume which Shakespeare 
addresses to a woman. In twelve of them Shakespeare 
abandons the sugared sentiment which characterises the 
greater number of his hundred and forty-two ♦ remaining 
sonnets. He grows vituperative and pours a volley of pas- 
sionate abuse upon a ‘ dark lady ’ whom he represents 
as disdaining his advances. The declamatory parade of 
figurative extravagance which he betrays 'in his sonnets of 
vituperation at once suggests that the emotion is feigned 
and that the poet is striking an attitude. But external 
evidence is conclusive as to the artificial construction 
of the vituperative sonnets. Every sonnetteer of the 
sixteenth century, at some point in his career, devoted 
his energies to vituperation of a cruel siren, usually of dark 
complexion. The monotonous and artificial regularity with 
which the sonnetteers sounded the identical vituperative 
stop, alternately with their notes of adulation, excited 
ridicule in both England and France. It is qmte possible 
that Shakespeare may have met in real life a dark-com- 
plexioned siren, and it is possible that he ma^ have fared 
ill at her disdainful hands. But no such incident is needed 
to account for the presence of the ‘ dark lady ’ in the sonnefs. 
It was the exacting conventions of the sonnetteering 
contagion, and not his personal experiences or emotions, that 
impelled Shakespeare to celebrate the cruel disdain of a ‘ dark 
lady’ in Ms ‘Sonnets.’ Shakespeare’s ‘ dark lady’ has been 
compared, not very justly, with his splendid creation of 
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Cleopatra inji is play of ‘Antony and Cleopatra/ From one 
point of view Jthe same criticism may be passed on both. 

•'bhere is no greater and no less ground for seeking in 
Shakespeare’s personal environment, rather than in the world 
of his imagination, the original of the ‘dark lady’ of his 
sonnets than far seeking there the original of his Queen of 
Egypt. 

Only.in one group, composed of six sonnets scattered 
through the collection, is there traceable a strand of wholly 
original sentiment, boldly projecting from the web into 
. which it is wrought and not to be readily accounted for. 

'I'liis series of six sonnets deals with a love adventure of no 
t-normal type. Sonnet cxliv. opens with the lines : 

Two loves I have of eomfort and despair 

Wlud\ like two angels do suggest {i.e. tempt) me still ; 

The better angel is a man right fair, 

The worser spirit a woman colour’d ill. 

'J'he woman, the sonnetteer continues, has corrupted the The 
man and*has drawn him from his ‘ side.’ Eive other sonnets intrigue 
treat the same theme. In three addressed to the man (xl., with i he 
xli., and xlii.) the poet mildly reproaches a youthful friend for 
having sought and won the favours of a woman whom he 
himself loved ‘’dearly,’ but the trespass is forgiven on 
account of the friend’s youth and beauty. In the two re- 
maining sonnets Shakes])eare addresses the woman (cxxxiii. 
and cxxxiv.), and he rebukes her for having enslaved not only 
himself but ‘ his next self’ his friend. The definite element 
of intrigue that is suggested here is not found anywhere else 
in the range of Elizabethan sonnet literature, and may 
possibly reflect a personal experience, l^ut it may be an 
error to treat th?) episode too seriously. A vague half- 
jesting reference, which was made to it by a contemporary 
poet, seems to deprive of serious imjx)rt the amorous mis- 
adventure which is recorded in the six specified sonnets, 
and appai'ently gives the episode a place in the annals of 
gallantry. A literary comrade would seem to have lightly 
glanced at Shakespeare’s amorous experience in a poem 
which was published in wSeptember 1594, under the title of ‘Willobie 
‘WiTlobie his Avisa, or the True Picture of a Modest Maid hi.< Avisa.’ 
and of a Chaste and Constant Wife.’ 

In this volume, which mainly consists ofsevent;^-two cantos 
in varying numbers of six-line stanzas, the chaste heroine, 
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Avisa, holds converse— in the opening section aj a maid, and 
in the later section as a wife — with a series of passionate adorers. 
In every case she firmly repulses their advances. Midway* 
through the book its alleged author — Henry Will6bie — is in- 
troduced in his own person as an ardent admirer, and the last 
twenty-nine of the cantos rehearse his woes .and Avisa’s ob- 
duracy. To this section there is prefixed an argument in prose 
(canto xliv.). It is there stated that Willobie, ‘being sud- 
denly affected with the contagion of a fantastical wit at the 
first sight of Avisa, pineth a while in secret grief. At 
length, not able any longer to endure the burning heat of so ^ 
fervent a humour, [he] bewraycth the secrecy of his disease 
unto his familiar friend W. S.^ who not long bejore had tried% 
the courtesy of the like passion and 7oas noiv neivly recovered 
of the like irfectmi. Yet [W. S.], finding his fripnd let 
blood in the same vein, took pleasure for a time to see him 
bleed, and instead of stopping the issue, he enlargeth the 
wound with the sharp razor of willing conceit,’ encouraging 
Willobie to believe that Avisa would ultimately yield ‘ with 
pains, diligence, and some cost in time.’ ‘ The miserable 
comforter ’ [W. S.], the passage continues, was moved to 
comfort his friend ‘with an impossibility,’ for one of two 
reasons. Either he ‘ now would secretly laugh at Tiis friend’s 
folly ’ because he ‘ had given occasion not long before unto 
others to laugh at his own.’ Or ‘he would see whether 
another could play his part better than himself, and, in viewing 
after the course of this loving comedy,’ would ‘ see whether 
it would sort to a happier end for this new actor than it did 
for the old player. But at length this comedy was like to 
have grown to a tragedy by the weak and feeble estate that 
H. W. was brought unto,’ owing to Avisa’s unflinching rec- 
titude. Happily, ‘ time and necessity ’ effected a cure. In 
two succeeding cantos in verse W. fe. is introduced in dia- 
logue with Willobie, ftiid he gives him, in oratio recta^ light- 
hearted and mocking counsel which Willobie accepts with 
results disastrous to his mental health. ' 

Identity of initials, on which the theory of Shakespeare’s 
identity with H. W.’s unfeeling adviser mainly rests, is not A 
strong foundation, and doubt is justifiable as to whether the 
story of ‘ Avisa ’ and her lovers is not fictitious. But^ the 
mention of ‘ W. S.’ as ‘ the old player,’ and the employment 
of theatrical imagery in discussing his relations with Willo 
bie, must be coupled with the fact that Shakespeare, at a 
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date when mentions of him in print were rare, was eulogised 
by name as tfle author of ‘ Lucrece ’ in some prefatory verses 
Jo Willobie’s volume. From such considerations the theory of 
Shakespeare’s identity with Willobie’s acquaintance acquires 
substance. If we assume that it was Shakespeare who took 
a roguish delighj in watchipg his friend Willobie suffer the 
disdain of ‘ chaste Avisa ’ because he had Miewly recovered ’ 
from the effects of such an experience as he pictured in Jhe 
six sonnefs in question, it is to be inferred that the alleged 
theft of his mistress by another friend caused him no deep 
or lasting distress. The allusions that were presumably 
'made to the episode by the author of ‘ Avisa ’ bring it, in 
^ict, nearer the confines of comedy than of tragedy. At any 
rate they may be held to illustrate the slenderness of the 
relations that subsisted between the poetic sentiment which 
coloured even the most speciously intimate of Shakespeare’s 
sonnets and the sentiment which actually governed him in 
life. 
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VIII 

THE PATRONAGE OF THE EAAV. OF SOUTHAMPTON 

Bu'i' if very few of Shakespeare’s sonnets can be safely* 
treated as genuinely autobiographic revelations of sentiment, 
there lurk amid those si)ecirically addressed to a youn^ 
man, more or less literal hints of the circumstances in 
Shakespeare’s external life that attended the poeriis’ com- 
position. Many offer direct evidence of the relations in 
which he stood to a patron, and to the position that he 
sought to fill in the circle of that patron’s literary retainers. 
Twenty sonnets, which may for purposes of exposition be 
entitled ‘ dedicatory ’ sonnets, are addressed to o‘he who is 
declared without periphrasis and without disguise to be a 
patron of the poet’s verse (Nos. xxiii., xxvi., xxxu., xxxvii., 
xxxviii., Ixix., Ixxvii.-lxxxvi., c., ci., ciii., pvi.). In one of 
these — Sonnet Ixxviii. — Shakespeare asserted : 

So oft have I invoked thee for my Muse 
And found such fair assistance in my verse 
As every alien pen hath got my use 
And under thee their poesy disperse. 

Subsequently he regretfully pointed out how his patron’s 
readiness to accept the homage of other poets seemed to be 
thrusting him from the enviable pjace of pre-eminence in 
his patron’s esteem. 

Shakespeare states unequivocally that he has no patron 
but one. 

c 

vSing [s<r. O Muse !] to the ear that doth thy lays esteem, 

And gives thy pen both skill and argument (c. 7- 8). 

For to no other pass my verses tend 

Than of your graces and your gifts to tell (ciii. 11-12). 

The Earl of Southampton, the patron of his narrative poems, 
is the oniy patron of Shakespeare that is known to bio- 
graphical research . No contemporary document or tradition 
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gives the faintest suggestion that Shakespeare was the personal 
friend or depAident of any other man of rank. A trustworthy 
tradition corroljorates the testimony respecting Shake- 
speare’s clo.^c intimacy with the Earl that is given in the 
dedicatory epistles of his ‘ Venus and Adonis ’ and 
‘ Lucrece/ penned respectively in 1593 and 1594. Accord- 
ing to Nicholas Rowe, Shakespeare’s first adequate 
biographer, ‘ there is one instance so singular in jts 
inagnificcAce of this patron of Shakespeare’s that if I had 
not been assured tliat the story was handed down by Sir 
William D’Avenant, who was probably. very well acquainted 
with his affairs, I should not venture to have inserted; that 
Qiy T.ord Southampton at one time gave him a thousand 
pounds to enable him to go through with a purchase which 
he heard he had a mind to. A bounty very great and very 
rare at any time.’ 

There is no difficulty in detecting the lineaments of the 
ICarl of Southampton in those of the man who is distinc- 
tively greeted in the sonnets as the poet’s patron, d'hree 
of the twenty ‘ dedicatory ’ sonnets merely translate into 
the language of poetry the expressions of devotion which 
had already done duty in the dedicatory epistle in prose 
that prefaces ‘ Lucrece.’ That epistle to Southampton runs : 

The love \i.e. in ihe Elizabethan sense of friendship) I dedicate to 
your lordship is without end ; whereof this pamphlet, without hepdnnin^, 
is but a superfluous moiety. The warrant I have of your honourable dis- 
position, not the worth of my untutored lines, makes it assured of 
acceptance. What I have done is yours ; what I have to do is yours ; 
Ijeinp; part in all I have, devoted yours. Were my worth greater, my 
duty would show greater ; meantime, as it is, it is bound to your 
lordship, to whom I wish long life, still lengthened with all happiness. 

Vour lordship’s in all duty, 

William Shakestlakk. 

Sonnet xx^i. is a gorgeous rendering of^ these sentences : 

Lord of my love, to whom in vassalage 
Thy merit hath my duty strongly knit, 

To thee I send this written ambassage, 

To witness duty, not to show my wit : 

Duty so great, which wit so poor as mine 

May make seem bare, in wanting words to show it, 

But that I hope some good conceit of thine 
In thy soul’s thought, all naked, will bestow it; 

Till whatsoever star that guides my moving, ' 

Points on me graciously with fair aspect. 
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And puts apparel on my tatter’d loving 
To show me worthy of thy sweet respect : 

Then may I dare to boast how I do love thee ; 

Till then not show my head where thou may’sl prove me. 


The identification of the riv^l poets wh^ose ‘ richly com- 
piled ’ ‘ comments ^ of his patron’s ‘ praise ’ excited Shake- 
speare’s jealousy is a more difficult inquiry than the 
identification of the patron. The rival poets With their 
‘ precious phrase by all the Muses filed’ (Ixxxv. 4) must be 
sought among the writers who eulogised Southampton and 
are known to have shared his patronage. The field of 
choice is not small. Southampton from boyhood cultivatcij, 
literature and the society of literary men. In 1594 no 
nobleman received so abundant a measure of adulation 
from the contemporary world of letters. Thomas Nash 
justly described the Earl, when dedicating to him his 
‘Life of Jack Wilton’ in 1594, as ‘a dear lover and 
chcrisher as well of the lovers of poets as of the poets 
themselves.’ Nash addressed to him many affectionately 
phrased sonnets. The prolific sonnetteer Barnabe Barnes 
and the miscellaneous literary practitioner Gervasc Mark- 
ham confessed, respectively in 1593 and 1595*, yearnings 
for Southampton’s countenance in sonnets which glow hardly 
less ardently than Shakespeare’s with admiration for his 
personal charm. Similarly John Florio, the Earl’s Italian 
tutor, who is traditionally reckoned among Shakespeare’s 
literary acquaintances, wrote to Southampton in 1 598, in 
his dedicatory epistle before his ‘Worlde of Wordes ’ (an 
Italian-English dictionary) : ‘As to me and many more, the 
glorious and gracious sunshine of your honour hath infused 
light and life.’ • 

Shakespeare magnanimously ahd modestly described 
that of Southampton, whom he deemed , a specially 
dangerous rival, as an ‘ able ’ and a ‘ better ’ ‘ spirit,’ ‘ a 
worthier pen,’ a vessel ‘of tall building and* of goodly 
pride,’ compared with whom he was himself ‘ a worthless 
boat.’ He detected a touch of magic in the man’s writing. 
His ‘ spirit,’ Shakespeare hyperbolically declared, had been 
‘ by spirits taught to write above a mortal pitch,’ and ‘ an 
affable familiar ghost ’ nightly gulled him with intelligence. 
Shakespe^fic’s dismay at the fascination exerted on his 
patron by ‘ the proud full sail of his [rival’s] great verse ’ 
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sealed for a ti^ne, he declared, the springs of his own inven- 
tion (Ixxxvi.). , 

« 'J'he conditions of the problem are satisfied by the 
rival’s identification with the young writer Barnabe Barnes, 
a poetic panegyrist of Southampton and a prolific sonnet- 
leer, who was deemed by contemporary critics certain to 
prove a great poet and scholar. His first collection of 
sonnets, ‘ Barthenophil and Parthenophe,’ with many odes 
and madrigals interspersed, was printed in 1593 ; and his 
second, ‘A Centurie of Sjnritual Sonnets,’ in 1595. In a 
sonnet that Barnes addressed in his earlier volume to the Barnabe 
‘ virtuous ’ Earl of Southampton he declared that his Barnes 
patron’s eyes were ‘ the heavenly lamps that give the Muses 
light,’ and that his sole ambition was ‘by flight to rise’ to ^peare’s 
a height worthy of his patron’s ‘virtues.’ Shakespeare chief 
sorrowfully pointed out in .Sonnet Ixxviii. that his lord’s rival, 
eyes 

that taught the dumb on high to sing, 

And heavy ignorance aloft to fly, 
jHavc added feathers to the learned’s wing, 

And given grace a double majesty ; 

while in the following sonnet he asserted that the ‘ worthier 
pen ’ of his dreaded rival when lending his patron ‘ virtue ’ 
was guilty of plagiarism, for he ‘stole that word’ from his 
patron’s ‘ behaviour.’ The emphasis laid by Barnes on the 
inspiration that he sought from Southampton’s ‘ gracious 
eyes ’ on the one hand, and his reiterated references to his 
patron’s ‘ virtue ’ on the other, suggest that Shakespeare in 
these sonnets directly alluded to Barnes cis his chief com- 
petitor in the hotly contested race for Southampton’s 
favour. When, too,* Shakespeare in Sonnet Ixxx. employs 
nautical metaphors to indicate the relations of himself and 
his rival with his patron — 

My ♦saucy bark inferior far lo t?^is . . . 

Your shallowest help will hold me up afloat, — 

he seems to write with an eye on Barnes’s identical choice 
of metaphor : 

My fancy’s ship tossed here and there by these [jv. sorrow’^ floods] 

Still floats in danger ranging to and fro. 

JIow fears my thoughts* swift pinnace thine hard rock ! 


F 



66 


SHAKESPEARE^S LIFE AND WORK 


Sonnets of 
friendship. 


Extrava- 
gances of 
literary 
compli- 
ment. 


Many critics argue that the numbing feaiiof his rival’s 
genius and of its influence on his patron to wl^ich Shakespeare 
confessed in the sonnets was more likely to be evoked by 
the work of George Chapman than by that of any other 
contemporary poet. But Chapman had produced no con- 
spicuously ‘great verse ^ till he began his translation of 
Homer in 1598 ; and although he appended in 1610 to a 
cbmplete edition of his translation a sonnet to Southampton, 
it was couched in the coldest terms of formality, and it was 
one of a series of sixteen sonnets each addressed to a dis- 
tinguished noblemah with whom the writer implies that hi? 
had no previous relations. 

Many besides the ‘ dedicatory ^ sonnets are addressed io 
a handsome youth of wealth and rank, for whom the poet 
avows ‘ love ’ in the Elizabethan sense of ffiendship. 
Although no specific reference is made outside the twenty 
‘ dedicatory ’ sonnets to the youth as a literary patron, aiid 
the clues to his identity arc elsewhere vaguer, there is good 
ground for the conclusion that the sonnets of disinterested 
love or friendship also have Southampton for their sub- 
ject. The sincerity of the poet’s sentiment is often open to 
doubt in these poems, but they seem to illustrate a real 
intimacy subsisting between Shakespeare albd a young 
Maecenas. * 

Sir Philip Sidney described with admirable point the 
adulatory excesses to which Elizabethan patrons of literature 
were habituated by literary dependents. He gave the warning 
that as soon as a man showed interest in poetry or its pro- 
ducers, poets straightway pronounced him ‘ to be most fair, 
most rich, most wise, most all.’ ‘ You shall dwell upon super- 
latives. . . . Your soule shall be placed with Dante’s 
Beatrice.’ The warmth of colouring*which distinguishes 
many of the sonnets that Shakespeare, under the guise of 
disinterested frieiirdship, addressed to the youth can be 
matched at nearly all points in the adulation in the style 
described by Sidney that patrons were habitilally receiving 
throughout the reigns of Elizabeth and James I from 
literary dependents. • 

It is likely enough that beneath all the conventional 
adulation bestowed % Shakespeare on his patron there lay 
a genuine affection, but it is improbable that his sonnets to 
the youfb were involuntary ebullitions of a disinterested 
friendship ; they were celebrations of a patron’s favour m 
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the terminology — often raised by Shakesi)eare’s genius to 
the loftiest heights of poetry — that was invariably conse- 
(crated to such a purpose by a current literary convention. 

AVe know Shakespeare had only one literary patron, the 
Earl of Southampton, and the view that that nobleman is the 
hero of the sonnets of friendship is strongly corroborated 
by such definite details as can be deduced from the va^ue 
eulogies jn those poems of the youth’s gifts and graces. 
Iwery compliment, in fact, paid by .Shakespeare to the youth, 
whether it be vaguely or definitely phrased, applies to 
.Southampton without the least strainihg of the words. In 
real life beauty, birth, wealth, and wit sat ‘crowned’ in the 
Earl, whom poets acclaimed the handsomest of l^dizabethan 
courtiers, as plainly as in the hero of the poet’s verse. 
Southanjpton has left in his corresiiondence ample proofs 
of his literary learning and taste, and, like the hero of the 
sonnets, was ‘ as fair in knowledge as in hue.’ The open- 
ing sequence of seventeen sonnets, in which a youth of rank 
and wealth is admonished to marry and beget a son so that 
‘ his fair hi)use ’ may not fall into decay, can only have been 
addressed to a young peer like .Southampton, who was as 
yet unmarried, had vast possessions, and was the sole male 
rc[)resentat 1 ve of his family. The sonnetteer’s exclamation, 

‘ You had a father, let your son say so,’ had y^ertincnce to 
.Southampton at any yieriod between his fixther’s death in 
his boyhood and the close of his bachelorhood in 1598. 
To tio other peer of the day are the words exactly applicable. 
The ‘ lascivious comment ’ on his ‘ wanton sport ’ which 
pursues the young friend through the sonnets, and is so 
adroitly contrived as to add point to the picture of his 
fascinating youth and beauty, obviously associates itself with 
the reputation for sensual indulgence that Southampton 
acquired at Court and was, according to Nash, a theme of 
frequent comment among men of letter^. 

There is no force in the objection that the young man 
of the sonnets of ‘ friendship ’ must have been another than 
Southampton because the terms in which he is often 
addressed imply extreme youth. In 1594, a date to which 
I refer most of the sonnets, Southampton was barely twenty- 
one, and the young man had obviously reached manhood. 
In Sonnet civ. Shakespeare notes that the fir^t meeting 
between him and his friend took place three years before 
that poem was written, so that, if the words are to be taken 


Direct 
references 
to South- 
ampton in 
the son- 
nets of 
friendship. 


His youth- 
fulness. 



Jbe evi- 
dence of 
portraits. 


Sonnet 
cvii., the 
last of the 
series. 


68 SHAKESPEARE^S LIFE AND WORK 

literally, the poet may have at times embodied i^miniscences 
of Southampton whcji he was only seventeen or eighteen. 
But Shakespeare, already worn in worldly ^experience," 
passed his thirtieth birthday in 1594, and he probably 
tended, when on the threshold of middle life, to exaggerate 
the youthfulness of his noble admirer almpost ten years his 
junior, who even later impressed his acquaintances by his 
boyish appearance and disposition. 

But the most striking evidence of the identity of the 
youth of the sonnets of ‘ friendship ’ with Southampton is 
found in the clo.se resemblance between the youth’s ^ fair 
eyes and complexion and his ‘golden tresses,’ as described 
in the poet’s verse, and the chief characteristics of the extanrt 
pictures of Southampton as a young man. Many times does 
Shakespeare tell us that the youth is fair in complexion, and 
that his eyes are fair. In Sonnet. Ixviii. he points to his 
young friend’s face as a map of what beauty was ‘ without all 
ornament, itself and true ’ before hishion sanctioned the use 
of artificial ‘golden tresses’ — and he obviously implies that 
an unusual wealth of locks fell about the young roan’s neck. 
Shakespeare’s many references to his youth’s ‘painted 
counterfeit’ (xvi., xxiv., xlvii., Ixvii.) suggest, too, that his 
hero often sat for his portrait. Soutliampton’s countenance 
survives in probably more canvases than that of any of 
his contemporaries. At least fifteen extant portraits have 
been identified on good authority — ten paintings, three 
miniatures (two by Peter Oliver and one by Isaac Oliver), 
and two contemporary prints. Most of these, it is true, 
portray their subject in middle age, when the roses of youth 
had faded, and they contribute nothing to the present 
argument. But the two portraits that are now at Welbeck, 
the property of the Duke of Portland^ give all the in- 
formation that can be desired of Southampton’s aspect ‘ in 
his youthful morn.’* One of these pictures replresents the 
Earl at twenty-one, and the other at twenty- five or twenty-six. 
From either of the two Welbeck portraits w*hich depict 
Southampton as a young man with fair eyes and complexion 
and with auburn hair falling below his shoulder, miglit 
Shake.speare have directly drawn his picture of the youth 
in the ‘ Sonnets.’ 

A few only of the sonnets that Shakespeare addressed to 
the youth* can be allotted to a date subsequent to 1594 ) 
only two bear on the surface signs of a later composition. 
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In Sonnet Ijx. the poet no longer credits his hero with 
juvenile wantonness, but with a ‘pure, unstained prime,^ 
which has ‘ passed by the ambush of young days.’ Sonnet 
cvii., apparently the last of the series, was penned almost a 
decade after the mass of its companions, for it makes 
references that cannot be mistaken to three events that took 
place in 1603 — to Queen Elizabeth’s death, to the accession 
of James I, and to the release from prison of the Earl 'of 
Southampton, who had been convicted in t6oi of com- 
plicity in the rebellion of the Earl of Essex, d'he first two 
pvents are thus described : 

The mortal moon hath her eclipse endured 
And the sad augurs inoclc their own presage ; 

Incertainties now crown themselves assured, 

And peace proclaims olives of endless age. 


It is in almost identical phrase that every pen in the 
s[)ring of 1603 was felicitating the nation on the unexpected 
turn of events, by which Elizabeth’s crown had passed, 
without civil war, to the Scottish King, and thus the revolu- 
tion that had been foretold as the inevitable consequence of 
Elizaljeth’s'*demise was happily averted. Cynthia (i.e. the 
moon) was the Qlieen’s recognised poetic appellation. It* 
is thus that she figures in the verse of Barnfield, Spenser, 
Fulke Greville, and Ralegh, and her elegists, following the 
same fashion, invariably likened her death to the ‘ eclipse ’ 
of a heavenly body. At the same time James was constantly 
said to have entered on his inheritance ‘ not with an olive 
branch in his hand, but with a whole forest of olives round 
about him, for he brought not peace to this kingdom alone ’ 
but to all Europe. 

‘ The drops of this most balmy time,’ in this same 
sonnet, cvii.*, is an echo of another curi^nt strain of fancy. 
James came to England in a springtide of rarely rivalled 
clemency, which was reckoned of the happiest augury. One 
source of grief alone was acknowledged : Southampton was 
shtl a prisoner in the Tower, ‘ supposed ’ (in Shakespeare’s 
language) ‘ as forfeit to a confined doom.’ The wish for his 
release was fulfilled quickly. On April 10, 1603, his prison 
gates were opened by ‘ a warrant from the king,’ So boim- 
tiful a beginning of the new era, wrote John ("hamberlain to 
Dudley Carleton two days later, ‘raised all men’s spirits . . . 


Allusion to 
l^.lizal)eth’s 
death. 


Allusions 
to South- 
ampton’s 
release 
from 
prison. 



70 


shakespeare^s life and work 


Circula- 
tion of the 
‘ Sonnets ’ 
in manu- 
script. 


Their 
pirationl 
publica- 
•ion in 
1609. 


and the very poets with their idle pamphlets promised them- 
selves ’ great things. Samuel Daniel and John Davies 
celebrated Southampton’s release in buoyant verse. It is im-» 
probable that Shakespeare remained silent. ‘ love looks 
fresh,’ he wrote in the concluding lines of this Sonnet evii., 
and he finally repeated the conventional promise that he had 
so often made before, that his friend should live in his ‘ poor 
rhyme,’ ‘ when tyrants’ crests and tombs of brass are spent.’ 
It is impossible to resist the inference that Shakespeare thus 
saluted his patron on the close of his days of tribulation. 
Shakespeare’s geniusdiad then won for him a public reputa-. 
tion that rendered him independent of any private patron’s 
favour, and he made no further reference in his writings t® 
the patronage that Southampton had extended to him in 
earlier years. But the terms in which he greeted h^s former 
protector for the last time in verse justify the belief that, 
during his remaining thirteen years of life, the poet cultivated 
friendly relations with the Earl of Southampton, and was 
mindful to the last of the encouragement that the young 
peer offered him while he was still on the threshold of the 
temple of fame. 


In accordance with a custom that wat; not uncommon, 
Shakespeare did not publish his sonnets ; he circulated 
them in manuscript. But their reputation grew, and public 
interest was aroused in them in spite of his unreadiness to 
give them publicity. A line from one of them : 

Lilies that fester smell far worse than weeds (xciv. 14), 

was quoted in the play of ‘ Edward III,’Vhich was probably 
written before 1595. Meres, writing in 1598, enthusiastically 
commends Shake.s}:®iare’s ‘ sugred sonnets among his private 
friends,’ and mentions them in clo.se conjunction with his 
two narrative poems. William Jaggard piraticnlly inserted 
in 1599 two of the most mature of the series (Nos. cxxxviii. 
and cxliv.) in his ‘Passionate Pilgrim.’ • 

At length, in 1609, the sonnets were surreptitiously sent 
to press. Thomas Thorpe, the moving spirit in the design 
of their j)ul)lication, was a camp-follower of the regular 
publishing army. He was professionally engaged in 
procuring for publication literary works which had been 
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widely disseminated in written copies, and had thus passed 
beyond theif authors’ control ; for the law then recognised 
rfio natural riglft in an author to the creations of his brain, 
and the full owner of a manuscript copy of any literary 
composition was entitled to reproduce it, or to treat it as 
he pleased, without reference to the author’s wishes. On 
May 20, 1609, Thorpe obtained a license for the publication 
of ‘ Shakespeares Sonnets, ’ and this Iradesmanlike form of 
title figu!‘ed not only on the ‘ Stationers’ Company’s 
Registers,’ but on the title-page. ‘Sonnets by William 
Shakespeare ’ was the form of title natural to a book that 
’was issued by a living author under strictly regular condi- 
tions. Thorpe employed George Eld to print the manu- 
script, and two booksellers, William Aspley and John 
Wright, to distribute the volume to the public. On half the 
edition *Aspley’s name figured as that of the seller, and on 
the other half that of Wright. The book was issued in June, 
and the owner of the ‘ copy ’ left the public under no mis- 
apprehension as to his share in the production by printing 
above his initials a dedicatory preface from his own pen. 
The appearance in an Elizabethan or Jacobean book of a 
dedication from the publisher’s (instead of from the author’s) 
pen was, unless the substitution was .specifically accounted 
for on other grounds, an accepted sign that the author had 
no hand in the publication. JCxccpt in the case of his two 
narrative poems, which were published in 1593 and 1594 
respectively, Shakespeare made no effort to publish any of 
his works, and uncomplainingly submitted to wholesale 
piracies of his plays and to the ascription to him of books 
by other hands. Such practices were encouraged by his 
passive indifference and the contemporary condition of the 
law of copyright. • He cannot be credited with any respon- 
sibility for the publication of Thorpe’s collection of his 
sonnets jn 1609. With characteris|ic insolence Thorpe 
took the added liberty of appending a previously unprinted 
poem of ^orty-nine seven-line stanzas (the metre of * Lu- 
crece’) entitled ‘A Lover’s Complaint,’ in which a girl 
laments her betrayal by a deceitful youth. The poem, in 
a gentle Spenserian vein, has no connection with the 
‘ So4inets.’ If, as is possible, it be by Shakespeare, it must 
have been written in very early days. 

A misunderstanding respecting Thorpe’s dedicatory pre- 
face and his part in the publication has led many critics 
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into a serious misinterpretation of Shakespeare^s poems. 
Thorpe’s dedication ran thus ; 

TO . THE . ONLIE . BEGETTER . Of*. 

THESE . INSVING . SONNETS . 

Mr. W. H. ALL . HAl'PINESSE . 

AND . THAT . ETERNITIE 
PROMISE^) . 

BY . 

OUR . EVER-LIVING . POET , 

WISHETH . 

THE . WELL-WISHING . 

ADVENTURER . IN . 

• SETTING . 

FORTH . 

T. T. 


Thomas 
Thorpe 
and ‘ Mr. 
W. II.’ 


The words arc fantastically arranged. In ordinary gramma- 
tical order they would run : ‘ The well-wishing adtenturer 
in setting forth [i.e. the publisher], d'jhomas] T[horpe] 
wisheth Mr. W. H., the only begetter of these ensuing 
sonnets, all happiness and that eternity promised by our 
ever-living poet.’ 

Thorpe used throughout the bombastic languifge which 
was habitual to him. He advertised wShakespearc as ‘our 
ever-living poet.’ As the chief promoter of the uiidertaking, 
he called himself ‘ the well-wishing advepturer in setting 
forth,’ and in resonant phrase designated as the patron of 
the venture, ‘ Mr, W. H.,’ who was in all probability only a 
partner in the speculation. In the conventional dedicatory 
formula of the day — the precise words may be read in scores 
of contemporary dedications - he ‘ wisheth ’ ‘ Mr. W. H.’ 
‘all happiness’ and ‘eternity,’ such eternity as Shakespeare 
in the text of the sonnets conventionally foretold for his own 
verse. When Thorpe was organising unc^pr similar circum- 
stances the issue of Marlowe’s ‘ First Book of Lucan ’ in 1600, 
he sought the patronage of Edward Blount, a friend in the 
trade. ‘ W. H.’ was (foubtlcss in a like position, fie is best 
identified with a stationer’s assistant, William Hay, who was 
professionally engaged, like Thorpe, in procuring ‘copy.’ 
In 1606 Hall, who commonly conducted his operations 
under cover of the familiar initials ‘W. H.,’ won a con- 
spicuous success of the predatory kind. In that year ‘ W^ H.’ 
announced that he had procured a neglected manuscript 
poem — ‘A Foure-fould Meditation’ — by the Jesuit Robert 
Southwell who had been executed in 1595, and he published 
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it with a dedication (signed ‘ W. H.’ ) vaunting his good 
fortune in mCeting with such treasure- trove. When Thorpe 
Rubbed ‘ Mr. W. H./ with characteristic magniloquence, 
‘ the onlie begetter of these insuing sonnets,’ he used ‘ be- 
getter ’ in the sense of * getter,’ ‘ obtainer,’ or ‘procurer,’ which 
was not uncommon in Elizabethan English, and he merely 
indicated in his* Pistol-like dialect that ‘Mr. W. H.’ was a 
friendly member of the pirate-publisher fraternity who i)y 
getting inCb his hands, or procuring, a manuscript copy of 
Shakespeare’s sonnets supplied the ‘ onlie ’ opportunity for 
their surreptitious issue. In accordance with custom, Thorpe 
gave Hall’s initials only, because he was an intimate associate 
wlio was known by those initials to their common circle of 
friends- Hall was not a man of sufficiently wide public 
reputation to render it proljable that the printing of his full 
name wcfuld excite additional interest in the book or attract 
buyers. 

The common assumption that Thorpe in this boastful 
preface was covertly addressing, under the initials ‘ Mr. W. 
fl,,’ a young nobleman, to whom the sonnets were originally 
addressed* by Shakespeare, ignores the elementary prin- 
ciples of publishing transactions of the day, and especially 
of those of ihc type to which Thorjie’s efforts were confined. 
There was nothing mysterious or fantastic, although from a 
modern point of view there was much that lacked principle, 
in Thorpe^s methods of business. His choice of patron for 
this, like all his volumes, was dictated solely by his 
mercantile interests. He was under no inducement and in 
no position to take into consideration the affairs of Shake- 
speare’s private life, Shakespeare, through all but the earliest 
stages of his career, belonged socially to a world that was 
cut off by impassable barriers from that in which Thorpe 
pursued his undignified calling. It was wholly outside 
Thorpe’s a^s in life to seek to mysti,^ his customers by 
investing a dedication with any cryptic significance. 

No peer^f the day, moreover, bore a name which could 
be represented by the initials ‘ Mr. W. H.’ Shakespeare 
was never on terms of intimacy (although the contrary has 
often been recklessly assumed) with William, third Earl of 
Pembi;oke, when a youth. Seven years after Shakespeare’s^ 
death, the first collected edition of his plays was jointly 
dedicated, in accordance with a fashion very widely followed 
the moment by authors and publishers, to the Earl of 
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Pembroke, then Lord Chamberlain, and to his brother the 
Earl of Montgomery. The words of the^iedication — 
which dubs vShakespearc the patrons’ ‘ sefvant ’ — confute 
the theory of the existence of close relation^ ‘in early life 
between Shakespeare and Pembroke ; they merely affirm 
that the repeated performance^ of Shakespeare’s plays at 
Court in James I’s reign had drawn to him and to his 
work the favourable attention of Pembroke and his brother 
(see p. 1 68). But were complete proofs of Sh^Jkespeare’s 
acquaintanceship with Pembroke forthcoming, they would 
throw no light on Thorpe’s ‘ Mr. W. H.’ The Earl of 
Pembroke was, from his birth to the date of his succession 
to the earldom in i6oi, known by the courtesy title of Lor^ 
Herbert and by no other name, and he could not have been 
designated at any period of his life by the symbols ‘ Mr. 
W. H.’ In 1609 Pembroke was a high officer of sT:ate, and 
numerous books were dedicated to him in all the splendour 
of his many titles. Star-Chamber penalties would have 
been exacted of any publisher or author who denied him 
in print his titular distinctions. Thorpe had occasion to 
dedicate two books to the earl in later years, and he there 
showed not merely that he was fully acquainted with the 
compulsory etiquette, but that his sycophantic temperament 
rendered him only eager to improve on* the conventional 
formulas of servility. Laws of evidence compel the conclu- 
sion that no thought of the Earl of Pembroke presented 
itself either to Shakespeare when writing his sonnets, or to 
Thorpe when preparing them for publication. 
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'I'HE* DEVELOPMENT OF DRAMATIC POWER 

I'liK processes of construction which are discernible in General 
!:>hakespeare’s ‘ Sonnets ’ are thus seen to be identical with conclu- 
y^ose that are discernible in the rest of his literary work, sions re- 
They present one more proof of his punctilious regard for 
the demands of public taste, and of his marvellous genius nets.’ 
and skilf in adapting and transmuting for his own purposes 
the labours of other workers in the field that for the moment 
engaged his attention. Most of Shakespeare’s ‘ Sonnets ’ 
were produced in 1594 under the incitement of that freakish 
rage for sonnetteering which, taking its rise in Italy and 
sweeping over France on its way to England, absorbed for 
some half-do/.en years in this country a greater volume of 
literary energy than has been applied to sonnetleering within 
the same space of time here or elsewhere before or since. 

The thousands of sonnets that were circulated in England 
between 1591 and 1597 were of every literary quality, from 
sublimity to inanity, and they illustrated in form and topic 
every known phase of sonnetteering activity. Shakespeare’s 
collection, which was put together at haphazard and 
published surreptitiously many years after the poems were 
written, was a medley, at times reaching heights of literary 
excellence that nofic other scaled, but as a whole reflecting 
the varied features of the sonnetteering vogue. Apostro- 
phes to oietaphysical abstractions, viyid picturings of the 
beauties of nature, adulation of a patron, and vehement 
denunciation of the falseness and frailty of womankind — all 
appear as frequently in contemporary collections of sonnets 
as in Shakespeare’s. He borrowed very many of his compe- 
titors’ words and thoughts, but he so fused them with his 
fancy as often to transfigure them. Genuine emotion or the 
writer’s personal experience very rarely inspired the Eliza- 
bethan sonnet, and Shakespeare’s ‘ Sonnets ’ proved no ex- 
ception to the rule. A personal note may have escaped him 
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involuntarily in the sonnets in which he gives voice to a sense 
of melancholy and self-remorse,/ but his dramatic instinct 
never slept, and there is no positive proof that he is doings 
more even in those sonnets than produce dran’iatically the 
illusion of a personal confession. Only in one scattered 
series of six sonnets, where he introduced 3 topic, unknown 
to other sonnetteers, of a lover’s supersession by his friend 
in ta mistress’s graces, does he seem to show independence of 
his comrades and draw directly on an incident in his own life, 
but even there the emotion may be wanting in seriousness. 
The sole biographical -inference deducible from the ‘ Sonnets 
is that at one time in his career Shakespeare strained all his 
energies, after the fashion habitual to men of letters of the 
day, in an endeavour to monopolise the bountiful patron- 
age of a young man of rank. External evidence agt;ces with 
internal evidence in identifying the belauded patron with the 
Earl of Southampton. Thus the real value of Shakespeare’s 
‘ Sonnets ’ to the poet’s biographer is the corroboration they 
offer of the ancient tradition that the Earl of Southampton, 
to whom his two narrative poems were openly dedicated, 
gave Shakespeare at an early period of his literary career help 
and encouragement, which entitles him to a place in the 
poet’s biography resembling that filled by the I Xi'ke Alfonso 
d’Este in the biography of Ariosto, or like that filled by 
Margaret, duchess of Savoy, in the biography of Ronsard. 

But all the while that Shakespeare, in his ‘ Sonnets,’ was 
fancifully assuring his patron 

[IIuw] to no other pass my verses tend 

Than of your graces and your gifts to tell, 

his dramatic work was steadily advancing. ^His ‘ verses ’ were 
in fact tending in many other and very different directions. 
To the winter season*of 1595 probably belongs ‘ Midsummer 
Night’s Dream,’ although no edition appeared before lOoo ; 
then two were published, the earlier by Thomas Fisher, 
the later by James Roberts. Roberts’s quarto, which corrects 
some misprints in the first version, was reprinted in the First 
Folio. The comedy may well have been written to celebrate 
a marriage in court circles — perhaps the marriage oF' the 
univer.sal patroness of poets, Lucy Harington, to Edward 
Russell, thifd earl of Bedford, on December 12, 1594 ; or 
that of William Stanley, sixth earl of Derby, at CXeenwich, 
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on January 2^, 1594-5. The elaborate compliment to the 
Queen, ‘a fair vestal throned by the west’ (n. i. 157 seq.), 
was at once an acknowledgment of i)ast marks of royd 
favour and invitation for their extension to the future. 

Oberon’s fanciful description (ii. ii. 148-68) of the spot 
where he saw the little wpstern flower called ‘ Love-in- 
’ idleness ’ that he bids Puck fetch for him, has been inter- 
preted as^a reminiscence of one of the scenic pagearjts 
with which the Earl of Leicester entertained Queen Eliza- 
beth on her visit to Kenilworth in 1*575. The whole play 
is in the airiest and most graceful vein of comedy. Hints 
for the story can 1)C traced to a variety of sources— to 
(Chaucer’s ‘Knight’s Tale,’ to Plutarch’s ‘Life of Theseus,’ 
to Ovid’s ‘ Metamorphoses ’ (bk. iv.), and to the story of 
Oberon,, the fairy-king, in the French mediieval romance of 
‘ Huon of Bordeaux,’ of which an linglish translation by 
J.ord Berners was first printed in 1534. The influence of 
John Lyly is perce[)tii)le in the raillery in which both 
mortals and immortals indulge. In the humorous presenta- 
tion of thp play of ‘ Pyramus and Thisbc ’ by the ‘ rude 
mechanicals’ of Athens, Shakespeare improved upon a 
theme which he had already employed in ‘ Love’s T.abour’s 
Lost.’ Buif the final scheme of the ‘ Midsummer Night’s 
Dream ’ is of the "author’s freshest invention, and by endow- 
ing— practically for the first time in literature — the phantoms 
of the fairy world with a genuine and a sustained dramatic 
interest, Shakespeare may be said to have conquered a new 
realm for art. 

More sombre topics engaged him in the comedy of ‘ All’s ‘ All’s 
Well that Ends Well,’ which may be tentatively assigned 

Meres, writing three years later, attributed to ^ ^ 

Shakespeare a pieffe called ‘ Love’s Labour’s Won.’ This 
title, which is not otherwise known, may well be applied to 
‘ All’s Wellf’ ‘ The Taming of The Shrew,’ which has also 
been identified with ‘ Love’s Labour’s Won,’ has far slighter 
claim to th^^ designation. The plot of ‘ All’s Well,’ like 
that of ‘Romeo and Juliet,’ was* accessible in Painter’s ‘ Palace 
of Pleasure’ (No. xxxviii.) The original source is 
Boccaccio’s ‘ Decamerone ’ (giorn. iii. nov. 9). Shakespeare, 
after Lis wont, grafted on the touching story of Helena’s 
love for the unworthy Bertram the comic characters of the 
braggart Parolles, the pompous I.afeu, and a clowrfc(T^vache) 
less witty than his compeers. Another original creation, 
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Bertram’s mother, Coimtc.ss of Roussillon, is a charming 
portrait of old age. In frequency of rlYifle and other 
metrical characteristics the piece closely resembles ‘ 
l\vo Gentlemen,’ but the characterisation •betrays far 
greater power, and there are fewer conceits or crudities of 
style. The pathetic element predominat^is. The heroine 
Helena, whose ‘ pangs of dcsj)ised love ’ are expressed with 
tc^iching tenderness, ranks, despite her defiance of the 
dictates of maidenly modesty, with the greatest* of Shake- 
speare’s female creations. 

‘ The Taming of.The Shrew ’ — which, like ‘ All’s Well,’ 
was first printed in the folio— was probably composed soon 
after the completion of that solemn comedy. It is a revisic^i 
of an old play on lines somewhat differing from those which 
Shakespeare had followed [)reviously. h'rom ‘ Th^ Taming 
of A Shrew,’ a comedy first published in 1594, Shakespeare 
drew the Induction and the scenes in which the hero 
Petruchio conquers Catherine the Shrew. He first infused 
into them the genuine spirit of comedy. But while following 
the old play in its gcaieral outlines, Shakespeare’s revised 
version added an entirely new underplot - the story of Ifianca 
and her lovers, which owes something to the ‘ Supposes ’ of 
George Gascoigne, an adaptation of Ariosto’s ceftuedy called 
‘ I Supi)ositi.’ Evidence of style— the liberal introduction 
of tags of Latin and the exceptional beat of the doggerel — 
makes it difficult to allot the Bianca scenes to Shakespeare ; 
those scenes were probably due to a coadjutor. 

The Induction to ‘The Taming of The Shrew’ has a 
direct bearing on Shakespeare’s biography, for the poet 
admits into it a number of literal references to Stratford and 
his native county which are of his own invention, and do 
not figure in the old play. Such personalities are rare in 
Shakespeare’s plays, and can only be paralleled in two of 
.slightly later date • the ‘.Second Part of Hem-y IV’ and 
the ‘ Merry Wives of Windsor.’ All these local allusions 
may well be attributed to such a renewal of Shakespeare’s 
personal relations with the town as is indicated by external 
facts in his history of the same period (see p. 93). In the 
Induction to ‘The Taming of The Shrew,’ the tinker, 
Christopher Sly, describes himself as ‘Old Sly’s &on of 
Burton Heath.' Burton Heath is Barton-on-the-Heath, 
the hom« of Shakespeare’s aunt, Edmund Lambert’s 
wife, and of her sons. The tinker in like vein confesses 
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that he has run up a score with Marian liacket, the fat ale- 
wife of Wincot. The references to Wincol and the Ilackcts 
lare singularly precise. The name of the maid of the inn is 
given as Cicely Racket, and the alehouse is described in the 
stage direction as ‘ on a heath.' 

Wincot was^ the familiar designation of three small Wincot. 
Warwickshire villages, and a good claim has been set up on 
behalf of each to be the scene of Sly’s drunken explc^its. 

There is a very small hamlet named Wincot within four 
miles of Stratford now consisting of a single farmhouse 
.which was once an Elizabethan mansion ; it is situated on 
what was doubtless in Shakespeare’s day, before the land 
Ihere was enclosed, an open heath. This Wincot forms 
part of the parish of Quinton, where, according to the 
parochial registers, a Racket family resided in Shakespeare’s 
day. On Novcmloer 21, 1591, ‘Sara Racket, the daughter 
of Robert Racket,’ was baptised in Quinton church. Yet by 
Warwickshire contemporaries the Wincot of the ‘Taming 
of The Shrew ’ was unhesitatingly identified with Wilne- 
cotc, nean; Tam worth, on the Staffordshirci border of AVar- 
wickshire, at some distance from Stratford. That village, 
whose name was pronounced ‘ Wincot,’ was celebrated for 
its ale in the seventeenth century, a distinction which is not 
shown by contemporary evidence to have belonged to any 
place of like name. The Warwickshire poet, Sir Aston 
Cokain, within half a century of the production of Shake- 
speare’s ‘ darning of The Shrew,’ addressed to ‘ Mr. Clement 
Fisher of Wincott ’ (a well-known resident of AVilnccote) 
verses which begin : 

Shakspeare your IVimot ale hath much renowned, 

That fox’d a Hegi^jar so (hy chance was found 
Sleeping) Inat there needed not many a word 
To make him to believe he was a Lord. 

• ,•.... 

In the succeeding lines the writer promises to visit ‘ Wincot ’ 

(i.e. Wilne«ote) to drink 

Such ale as Shakspeare fancies 
Did put Kit Sly into such lordly trances. 

Lt is therefore probable that Shakespeare consciously 
invested the home of Kit Sly and of Kit’s hostess with 
characteristics of Wilnecote as well as of the b^mlet near 
Stratford. 
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Wilmcotc, the native place of Shakespeare’s mother, is 
also said to have been popularly pronounced Wincot.’ A 
tradition which was first recorded by Capell as late as 1780 in 
his notes to ‘The Taming of The Shrew’ is tb the effect 
that Shakespeare often visited an inn at ‘ Wincot ’ to 
enjoy the society of a ‘fool who .belonged to a neighbouring 
mill,’ and the Wincot of this story is, we are told, locally 
associated with the village of Wilmcote. But the links that 
connect Shakespeare’s tinker with Wilmcote arc far slighter 
than those which connect him with Wincot and Wilnecote. 

The mention of Kit Sly’s tavern comrades — 

Stephen Sly and old John Naps of Greece, 

And Peter Turf and llenry Piinperncll— “ 

was in all likelihood a reminiscence of contemporary War- 
wickshire life as literal as the name of the hamlet where the 
drunkard dwelt. There was a genuine Stephen Sly who 
was in the dramatist’s day a self-assertive citizen of Stratford ; 
and ‘Ckeece,’ whence ‘old John Naps’ derived his cogno- 
men, is an obvious misreading of Greet, a hamlet by 
Winchcomb in Gloucestershire, not far removed from 
Shakespeare’s native town. According to local tradition 
Shakespeare was acquainted with Greet, Winchcomb, and 
all the villages in the immediate neighbourhood, and he is 
still credited with the authorship of the local jingle which 
enumerates the chief hamlets and points of interest in the 
district. The lines run : 

Dirty Grelton, dingy Greet, 

Beggarly Winchcomb, Sudely sweet ; 

Hartshorn and Wittington Bell, 

Andoversford and Merry Frog Mill. 

‘Henry In 1597 Shakespeare turned once more to English 

history. He studied^Holinshed’s ‘ Chronicle ’ anew, together 
with a valueless but very popular drama entitled ‘The Famous 
Victories of Henry V,^ which was repeatedly acted between 
1588 and 1595, and being licehsed for publication in 1594, 
was published in 1598. Out of such materials Shakespeai*e 
worked up with splendid energy two plays on the reign of 
Henry IV. They form one continuous whole, but are known 
respectively as parts i. and ii. of ‘ Henry IV.’ 

The ‘ Ivrst Part of Henry IV ’ was on February 25, 1598, 
licensed for publication to the publisher Andrew Wise, who 
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had already fathered Shakespeare’s Richard II and Richard 
III. It was (f)rinted soon afterwards by Peter Short, with 
the title ‘ The iHistory of Henrie the Fovrth ; With the 
dhttell at Shrjewsburie, betweene the King and Lord Henry 
Percy, surnamed Henrie Hotspur of the North. With the 
humorous conceits of Sir John Falstalffe.’ The popularity 
of the piece led tO frequent reissues of this quarto edition-^ 
'in 1599, 1604, 1608, and 1613. ^ 

The ‘Second Part of Henry IV,’ which was licensed for 
publication much later on August 23, 1600 -along with 
‘ Much Ado about Nothing,’ was prjnted by Valentine 
Sims for Andrew Wise, now in partnership with William 
Aspley ; it bore the title ‘The Second part of Henrie the 
foflrth, continuing to his death, and coronation of Henrie 
the fift. With the humours of Sir John Falstaffe, and 
swaggering Pistoll. As it hath been sundrie times publikely 
acted by the right honourable the Lord Chamberlaine his 
seriiants. AVritten by William Shakes[)eare.’ Smaller success 
attended the venture tha!\ in the case of the First Part, and 
no reissue was called for in Shakespeare’s lifetime. 

I'he ‘Second Part of Henry IV ’ is almost as rich as the 
Induction to ‘d'he 'faming of The Shrew’ in direct refer- 
ences to persons and districts lamiliar to Shakespeare. Two 
amusing scenes pc'^ss at the house of Justice Shallow in 
Gloucestershire, a county which touched the boundaries of 
Stratford (ill. ii and v. i.) When, in the second of these 
scenes, the justice’s fixetotum, Davy, asked his master ‘ to 
countenance William Visor of Woncot against Clement 
Perkes of the Hill,’ the local references are unmistakable. 
AVoodmancote, where the family of Visor or Vizard has 
flourished since the sixteenth century, is still pronounced 
AV^oncot. (The (juiyto of 1600 reads AVoncotc ; all the 
folios read Woncot. Yet Malone in the Variorum of 1803 
introduced the new and unwarranted reading of AVincot, 
which has b^en unwisely adopted by succeeding editors.) 
Adjoining AVpodmancote stands Stinchcombe Hill (still 
familiarly known to natives as ‘The Hill’), which was in the 
sixteenth century the home of the family of Perkes. Very 
precise, too, are the allusions to the region of the Cotswold 
Hills, which were easily accessible from vStratford. ‘ AVill 
Squele, *a Cotswold man,’ is noticed as one of Shallow’s 
friends in youth (iii. ii. 23); and when Shallow’s^ servant 
Davy receives his master’s instructions to sow ‘ the headland 

G 
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‘ with red wheat/ in the early autumn, there is an dbvious 
reference to the custom almost peculiar to Che Cotswolds 
of sowing ‘ red lammas ’ wheat at an unusually early season 
of the agricultural year. 

The kingly hero of the two plays of ‘ Henry IV ’ had 
figured as a spirited young man in ‘Richard II he was 
flow represented as weighed down by carfe and age. With 
Ivm are contrasted (in part i.) his impetuous and ambitious 
subject Hotspur and (in both parts) his son and heir 
Prince Hal, whose boisterous disposition drives him from 
Court to seek adveptures among the haunters of taverns. 
Hotspur is a vivid and fascinating portrait of a hot-headed 
soldier, courageous to the point of rashness, and sacrificing 
his life to his impetuous sense of honour. Prince Il'Al, 
despite his vagaries, is endowed by the dramatist with far 
more self-control and common sense. . 

On the first, as on every subsequent, production of 
‘Henry IV’ the main public interest w^as concentrated 
neither on the King, nor on his son, nor on Hotspur, but 
on the chief of Prince Hal’s riotous companions. At the 
outset the propriety of that great creation was'* questioned 
on a political or historical ground of doubtful relevance. 
Shakespeare in both parts of ‘ Henry IV ’ originally named 
the chief of the prince’s associates after i^ir John Oldcastle, 
a character in the old play of ‘The Famous Victories of 
Henry V.’ But Henry Brooke, eighth lord Cobham, who 
succeeded to the title early in 1597, and claimed descent 
from the historical Sir John Oldcastle, the Lollard leader, 
raised objection ; and when the first part of the play was 
published with the acting-company’s authority in 1598, 
Shakespeare bestowed on Prince Hal’s tun-bellied follower the 
new and deathless name of Falstaff. The trustworthy edition 
of the second part of ‘ Henry IV ’ also appeared with Falstaff’s 
name substituted [pr that of Oldcastle in 1600. There the 
epilogue expressly denied that Falstaff had any characteristic 
in common with the martyr Oldcastle : ‘01(Jcastle died a 
martyr, and this is not the man.’ But the substUlftion of the 
name ‘ falstaff ’ did not pass without protest. It hazily reci^lled 
Sir John Fastolf, an historical warrior of repute and wealth 
of the fifteenth century who had already figured in ‘ Henry 
VI,’ and was owner at one time of the Boar’s Heacf Tavern 
in Soutliwark. An Oxford scholar. Dr. Richard James, 
writing about 1625 protested that Shakespeare, after offending 
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Sir John Oldcastle’s descendants by giving his ‘ buffoon ' 
the name of® that resolute martyr, ‘ was put to make an 
ignorant shift 6f abusing Sir John Fastolf, a man not 
inferior in A^ertue, though not so famous in piety as the 
othcr.^ George Daniel of Beswick, the Cavalier poet, 
similarly complained in 1647 of the ill use to which 
Shakespeare had* put FastolVs name in order to escape tliL 
imputation of vilifying the Lollard leader. Fuller in his 
‘ Worthies, first published in 1662, while expressing satis- 
faction that Shakespeare liad ‘put out ^ ol the play Sir John 
Oldcastle, was eloquent in his avowal of regret that ‘ Sir 
/ohn Fastolf’ was ‘put in,’ on the ground that it was 
niaking overbold with a great warrior’s memory to make 
him a ‘ Thrasonical puff and emblem of mock-valour.’ 

The offending introduction and withdrawal of Oldcastle’s 
name left a curious* mark on literary history. Humbler 
dramatists (Munday, Wilson, Drayton, and Hathaway), 
seeking to profit by the attention drawn by Shakespeare to 
the historical Oldcastle, produced a poor dramatic version 
of Oldcastle’s genuine history. 'They pretended to vindi- 
cate the Tvollard’s memory from the slur that Shakespeare’s 
identification of him with his fat knight had cast upon it. In 
the prologue to the play of ‘Sir John Oldcastle’ (1600) 
appear the lines ; » 

It is no pampered glutton we present, 

Nor aged councellor to youthful sinne ; 

Hut one whose vertue .shone above the rest, 

A valiant martyr and a verluoiis J^eerc. 

Nevertheless of two editions of ‘ Oldcastle ’ published in 
1600, one printed for T[homa.s] l’[avier] was impudently 
described on the title-page as by Shakespeare. 

But it is not ihc historical traditions which arc con- 
nected with Falstaff that give him his perennial attraction. 
It is the personality that owes nothing tc»history with which 
Shakespeare’s imaginative power clothed him. The knight’s 
unfetteredJrxlulgence in sensual pleasures, his exuberant 
mendaci^^and his love of liis own ease are purged of 
offence by his colossal wit and jollity, while the contrast 
between his old age and his unreverend way of life supplies 
that tinge of melancholy which is inseparable from the 
highest manifestations of humour. The Elizabethan public, 
despite the protests of historical critics, recognised the 
triumphant success of the effort, and many of P'alstaflTs 
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telling phrases, with the names of his* foils, Justice Shallow 
and Silence, at once took root in popular sp^iech. Shake- 
speare's purely comic power culminated ^in Falstaff ; hp 
may be claimed as the most humorous figure 'in literature. 

In all probability ‘The Merry Wives of Windsor,’ a 
comedy inclining to farce, and unqualified by any pathetic 
Kitcrest, followed close upon ‘ llenry IV.’" In the epilogue 
id the ‘Second Part of Henry IV’ Shakespeare had 
written : ‘If you be not too much cloyed with fat meat, 
our humble author will continue the story with Sir John in 
it . . . where for anything I know Falstaff shall die of a 
sweat, unless already a’ be killed with your hard opinions!’ 
Rowe asserts that ‘ Queen Elizabeth was so well pleased 
with that admirable character of Falstaff in the two parts of 
“ llenry IV” that she commanded him to continue it for 
one play more, and to show him in love.’ Dennis, in the 
dedication of‘d'he Comical Gallant’ (1702), noted that 
the ‘Merry AVives’ was written at the (Jueen’s ‘command 
and by her direction ; and she was so eager to sec it acted 
that she commanded it to be finished in fourteen days, and 
was afterwards, as tradition tells us, very well pJeased with 
the representation.’ In his ‘ Letters’ (i 721, p. 232) Dennis 
reduces the period of composition to ten days — ‘a pro- 
digious thing,’ added (iildon, ‘where all is so well contrived 
and carried on without the least confusion.’ The localisa- 
tion of the scene at Windsor, and the complimentary 
references to AVindsor Castle, corroborate the tradition that 
the comedy was prepared to meet a royal command. A 
license for the publication of the play was granted by the 
Stationers’ Company to John Husby of the Crane in St. 
Paul’s Churchyard on January 18, 1601 2. An imperfect 
draft was printed in 1602 by Thomas^ Creede of Thames 
Street, and was published at the Fleur de Luce in St. Paul’s 
(Jhurchyard by Arthur Johnson, who took the yenture over 
from Busby ; but the folio of 1623 first supplied a complete 
version of the ‘ Merry Wives.’ 'I'he plot was probably sug- 
gested by an Italian novel. A tale from Straparola’s ‘ Notti ’ 
(iv. 4), of which an ada[)tation figured in the miscellany of 
novels called Tarleton’s ‘ Newes out of Purgatorie ’ (1590) ; 
another Italian talc from the ‘Pecorone’ of Ser Gjpvanni 
Liorentino (i. 2) ; and a third romance, the Fishwife’s tale of 
Braintord in the collection of stories called ‘ Westward for 
Smelts,’ which is said by both Malone and Steevens to have 
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been published in 1603, although no edition earlier than 1620 
is now known,— ^»these three talcs supply incidents distantly 
resembling episodes in the play. Nowhere has Shakespeare 
so vividly reflected the bluff temper of contemporary 
middle-class society. The presentment of the buoyant 
domestic life of ah Elizabethan country town bears distinct/ 
impress of Shakespeare^s own experience. Again, ther/^ 
are literal teferences to the neighbourhood of Stratford. 

Justice Shallow, whose coat-of-arms is described as con- 
sisting of ‘ luces,’ is thereby openly identified with Shake- 
speare’s early foe, Sir Thomas Lucy of Charlecote. When 
Shakespeare makes Master Slender re|)eat the report that 
Mhster Page’s fallow greyhound was ‘outrun on Cotsall 
[i\e. Cotswold] ’ (i. i. 93), he testifies to his interest in the 
coursing matches for Avhich the Cotswold district was famed. 

The spirited character of Vrince Hal was peculiarly ‘ Henry \ 
congenial to its creator, and in ‘ Henry V ’ Shakespeare, 
during 1598, brought his career to its zenith. 'The play 
was performed early in 1599, probably in the newly built 
Globe Theatre. A very imperfect draft was published in 
1 600 jointly by Thomas Millington of Cornhill and John 
Busby of St., Paul’s Churchyard ; it was printed, as in the 
case of the imperfect draft of the ‘ Merry Wives,’ by Thomas 
Creede of Thames Street. This inadequate edition of 
‘ Henry V,’ which was ordered by the Stationers’ Company 
‘to be stayed’ on August 4, 1600, was twice reissued in 
1602 and 1608— before a complete version was suj)plied in 
the P'irst Folio of 1623. The dramatic interest of ‘ Henry V ’ 
is slender. There is abundance of comic element, but 
death has removed Falstaff, whose last moments are 
described with the simple pathos that comes of a matchless 
art, and, though Falstaff s companions survive, they are thin 
shadows of his substantial figure. New^ comic characters 
are introduce in the persons of three soldiers respectively 
of Welsh, Sc9ttish, and Irish nationality, whose racial traits 
are contrasted with telling eflci:t. The irascible Irishman, 

Captain MacMorris, is the only representative of his 
nation who figures in the long list of Shakespeare’s 
dramatjs personal. The scene in which the pedantic but 
patriotic Welshman, Fluellen, avenges the sneers of the 
braggart Pistol at his nation’s emblem, by forcing ^im to eat 
the leek, overflows with vivacious humour. The piece in 
its rnain current is an Ijeroic biography ; it presents a series 
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of loosely connected episodes in which the haro’s manliness 
is displayed as soldier, ruler, and lover. The king’s career 
' reached its climax in the victory of the English git Agincourt, 
which powerfully appealed to patriotic sentiment. Besides 
the ‘ Famous Victories of Henry V,’ there was another lost 
yiece on that stirring subject, \^hich Henslowe produced for 
t|^e first time on November 28, 1595. ‘ Henry V’ may be 

regarded as Shakespeare’s final experiment in the dramatisa- 
tion of English history, and it artistically rounds off the series 
of his ‘ histories ’ which form collectively a kind of national 
epic. For ‘ Henry VHT,’ which was produced very late m 
his career, he was only in part responsible, and tliat ‘ history ’ 
consequently belongs to a different category. *' 

A glimpse of autobiography may be discerned in the 
direct mention by Shakespeare in ‘ Hewry V ’ of an exciting 
episode in current history. In the prologue to act v. 
Shakespeare foretold for Robert Devereux, second earl of 
Essex, the close friend of his patron Southampton, an 
enthusiastic reception by the people of London when he 
should come home after ‘ broaching ’ rebellion in Ireland. 

Were now the general of our gracious empress, 

As in good time he may, from Ireland comijig, 

Bringing rebellion broached on his sword, 

Mow many would the peaceful city quit 
To welcome him ! (Act v. Chorus, II. 30-4. ) 

Essex had set out on his disastrous mission as the would- 
be pacificator of Ireland on March 27, 1599. The fact that 
Southampton went with him probably accounts for Shake- 
speare’s avowal of sympathy. But Essex’s effort failed. 
He was charged, soon after ‘ Henry V ’ was produced, with 
treasonable neglect of duty, and he squght in 1601, again 
with the support of Southampton, to recover his position 
by stirring up retjjillion in London. Then Shakespeare’s 
reference to Essex’s popularity with Londoners bore perilous 
fruit. I'he friends of the rebel leaders sought the drama- 
tist’s countenance. They paid 4o.y. to Augustine Phillips, a 
close friend of Shakespeare and a leading member of , his 
company, to induce him to revive at the (Bobe Theatre 
‘ Richard II ’ (beyond doubt Shakespeare’s play), in the hope 
that its scene of the killing of a king might encourage a popular 
outbreak.^ Phillips subsequently deposed that he prudently 
told the conspirators who bespoke the piece that ‘ that play of 
Kyng Richard ’ was ‘ so old and so long out of use as that they 
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should have«mall or no company at it.’ None the less the 
j)erformance took place on Saturday (February 7, i6or), 
the day preceding that fixed by Essex for the rising. 'I'hc 
Queen, in a later conversation with William Lambarde (on 
August 4, 1601), complained that ‘this tragedie ’ of 

‘ Richard II,’ which she had always viewed with suspicion, 
was played at the period with seditious intent ‘ forty times 
in open streets and houses.’ At the trial of Essex and fiis 
friends, Phillips gave evidence of the circumstances under 
which the tragedy was revived at the (ilobe Theatre. 

Essex was executed, and Southampton was imprisoned until 
the Queen’s death. No proceedings wen.* taken against 
the players, but Shakespeare wisely abstained, for the time, 
from any public reference to the fate either of Essex or of 
his patre/n Southampton. 

Such incidents served to accentuate Shakespeare’s Shake- 
growing reputation, for several years his genius as drama- 
tist and poet had been acknowledged by critics and play- 
goers alike, and his social and professional position had [nrtuence. 
become Considerable. Inside the theatre his influence 
was supreme. When, in 1598, the manager of the company 
rejected Ber^ Jonson’s first comedy— his ‘ Every Man in 
his Humour’ — gbakespeare intervened, according to a 
credible tradition (reported by Rowe but denounced by 
Gifford), and procured a reversal of the decision in the 
interest of the unknown dramatist, who was his junior l)y 
nine years. He took a part when the piece was performed. 

Jonson was of a difficult and jealous temper, and subse- 
quently he gave vent to an occasional expression of scorn at 
Shakespeare’s expense, but, despite passing manifestations 
of his unconquerable surliness, there can Ijc no doubt that 
Jonson cherished genuine esteem and affection for Shake- 
speare till death. Within a very few yei^rs of Shakespeare’s 
death Sir Islicholas L’Estrange, an industrious collector of 
anecdotes, put into writing an anecdote for which he made 
Dr. Donne responsible, attesthig the amicable relations that 
habitually subsisted between Shakespeare and Jonson. 
‘Shakespeare,’ ran the story, ‘was godfather to one of 
Ren Jpnson’s children, and after the christening, being in a 
deep study, Jonson came to cheer him up and asked him 
why he was so melancholy. “ No, faith, Ben,” says he, 

“not I, but I have been considering a great while what 
should be the fittest gift for me to bestow upon my god- 
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child, and I have resolv’d at last.” “I pr’)^hee, what?” 
sayes he. “ 1 ’ faith, Een, I’ll e’en give him a dozen goo^ 
Lattm spoons, and thou shalt translate them.”’* {Latten is 
a mixed metal resembling brass.) 

The creator of Falstaff could have been no stranger to 
tovern life, and he doubtless took part Vith zest in the 
convivialities of men of letters. Tradition reports that 
Shakespeare joined, at the Mermaid Tavern in Bread Street, 
those meetings of Jonson and his associates which Beau- 
mont described in his poetical ‘ Letter’ to Jonson : 

Whal things have we seen 
Done at the Mermaid? heard words that have been 
So nimble, and so full of sul)tle flame, 

As if that every one from whence they came 
Had meant to put his whole wit in ajest, 

And had resolved to live a fool the rdst 
Of his dull life. 

‘ Many were the wit-combats,’ wrote Fuller of wShake- 
spcarc in his ‘Worthies’ (1662), ‘betwixt him and Ben 
jonson, which two 1 behold like a vSpanish great galleon 
and an English man of war ; Master Jonson (like the 
former) was built far higher in learning, solid but slow in 
his performances. Shakespear, with the English man-of- 
war, lesser in bulk, but lighter in sailing, could turn with all 
tides, tack about, and take advantage of all winds by the 
quickness of his wit and invention.’ 

Of the many testimonies paid to Shakespeare’s literary 
reputation at this period of his career, the most striking was 
that of ITancis Meres. Meres was a learned graduate of 
Cambridge University, a divine and schoolmaster, who 
brought out in 1598 a collection of apophthegms on morals, 
religion, and literature which he entitled ‘ Palladis Tamia.’ 
In the book he interpolated ‘ A comparative discourse of 
our English poets with the Greek, Latin, and Itiilian poets,’ 
and there exhaustively surveyed contemporary literary effort 
in England. Shakespeare figured in Meres’s pages as the 
greatest man of letters of the day. ‘The Muses would 
speak Shakespeare’s fine filed phrase,’ Meres asserted, ^if 
they could speak English.’ ‘Among the English,’ he 
declared, ‘ he was the most excellent in both kinds for the 
stage ’ ( i.e. tragedy and comedy). The titles of six 
comedies \ ‘ Two Gentlemen of Verona,’ ‘ Errors,’ ‘ Love’s 
Labour’s Lost,’ ‘Love’s Labour’s Won,’ ‘Midsummer 
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Night^s Dream ’ and ‘ Merchant of Venice ’ ) and of six 
tragedies ( ‘ Rithard II/ ‘ Richard III/ ‘ Henry IV/ ‘ King 
^ohn/ ‘Titjis/ and ‘Romeo and Juliet’) were set forth, 
and mention followed of his ‘Venus and Adonis,’ his 
‘ Lucrece,’ and his ‘ sugred sonnets among his private 
friends.’ Thesef were cited as proof ‘ that the sweet wiUy 
soul of Ovid lives in mellifluous and honey-tongued Shalfe- 
speare.’ ^n the same year a rival poet, Richard Barnfi^d, 
in ‘Poems in divers Humors,’ predicted immortality for 
Shakespeare with no less confidence. 

Anri Shakespeare, thou whose honey-flowing vein 
(Pleasing the world) thy Praises doth obtain, 

Whose Venus and whose Luereee (sweet and chaste) 

Thy name in Fame’s immortal liook have placed, 

Live ever you, at least in fime live ever : 

Well may the? body die, but Fame dies never. 

Shakespeare’s name was thenceforth of value to unprin- Value of 
cipled publishers, and they sought to palm off on their his name 
customers as his work the productions of inferior pens. As Jy 
early as 1^95, Thomas Creede, the surreptitious printer of 
‘Henry V’ and the ‘Merry Wives,’ had issued the crude 
‘ Tragedie of Locrine,’ as ‘ newly set foorth, overseene and 
corrected. By W. S,’ It appropriated many passages from 
an older piece called ‘Selimus,’ which was possibly by Greene, 
and certainly came into l)cing long before Shakespeare had 
written a line of blank verse. The same initials — ‘IV. S.’ 
—figured on the title-page of ‘ The True C’hronicle Historic 
of TTiomas, Lord Cromwell,’ which was licensedon August 1 1, 

1602, was printed for William Jones in that year, and 
was reprinted verbatim by Thomas Snodham in 1613. On 
the title-page of the comedy entitled ‘The Turitaine, or the 
Widdow of Watling Streete,’ which George Eld printed in 
1607, ‘W. S.’ was again stated to be the author. Shake- 
speare’s full name appeared on the title-pages of ‘ The I Jfe 
of Oldcastle’ in t6oo (printed for T[homas] r[avier]), of 
‘The London Prodigal!’ iij 1605 (printed by T. C. for 
Nathaniel Butter), and of ‘ The Yorkshire Tragedy ’in i6o8 
(&y R. B. for Thomas Pavier). None of these six plays has 
any internal claim to wShakespearc’s authorship ; nevertheless 
all were uncritically included in the third folio of his 
collected works (1664). Schlegel and a few other critics of 
repute have, on no grounds that merit acceptani!e, detected 
signs of Shakespeare’s genuine work in one of the six, ‘ The 
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Yorkshire 1 'ragedy ; Mt is ‘ a coarse, crude, end vigorous 
impromi)tu,' which is clearly by a far lass experiencecj 
hand. • 

The fraudulent practice of crediting Shakespeare with 
valueless plays from the pens of comparatively dull-witted 
contemporaries was in vogue an^ong enterprising traders in 
limrature both early and late in the seventeenth century. 
The worthless old play on the subject of King*John was 
attributed to Shakespeare in the reissues of i6i t and 1622. 
Humphrey Moseley, a reckless publisher of a later period, 
fraudulently entered on the ‘ Stationers’ Register ’ oiT 
September 9, 1653, two pieces which he represented to be 
in whole or in part by Shakespeare, viz. ‘ T'he Merry Devill 
of Edmonton’ and the ‘History of Cardenio,’ a share in 
which was assigned to Fletcher. ‘ The Merry Devill of 
P^dmonton ’ which was i)roduced on the stage before the 
close of the sixteenth century, was entered on the ‘ Stationers’ 
Register,’ October 22, 1607, and was first published 
anonymously in 1608 ; it is a delightful comedy, abounding 
in both humour and romantic sentiment ; at timcTs it recalls 
scenes of the ‘ Merry Wives of Windsor,’ but no sign of 
Shakespeare’s workmanship is apparent. The ‘ History of 
Cardenio’ is not extant (see p. 136). Francis Kirkman, 
another active London publisher, who first printed William 
Rowley’s ‘Birth of Merlin’ in 1662, described it on the 
title-page as ‘ written by William Shakespeare and William 
Rowley ’ ; it was reprinted at Halle in a ‘ Collection of pseudo- 
Shakespearean plays’ in 1887. 

But poems no less than plays, in which Shakespeare 
had no hand, were deceptively placed to his credit as soon 
as his fame was established. In 1599 )Villiam Jaggard, a 
well-knowm pirate publisher, issued a poetic anthology 
which he entitled ‘The Passionate Pilgrim, by W. Shake- 
speare.’ The volume opened with two sonnets by 
Shakespeare which were not previously in print, and there 
followed three poems drawn* from the already published 
‘Love’s Labour’s Lost;’ but the bulk of the volume w^s 
by Richard Barnfield and others. A third edition of the 
‘Passionate Pilgrim’ was printed in 1612 with una|,tered 
title-page, although the incorrigible Jaggard had added 
two new poems which he silently filched from Thomas 
Heywood’s ‘ d’roia Britannica.’ Heywood called attention 
to his own grievance in the dedicatory epistle before his 
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‘Apology fiwr Actors' (1612), and he added that Shake- 
speare resent«d the more substantial injury which the 
publisher iiad done him. ‘I know,' wrote fleywood of 
Shakespeare, ‘ [he was] much offended with M. Jaggard that 
(altogether unknown to him) presumed to make so bold 
with his name.’* In the result the publisher seems to ha,ve 
removed Shakespeare’s name from the title-page of a /ew 
copies. »This is the only instance on record of a protest 
on Shakespeare’s part against the many injuries which he 
suffered at the hands of contemporary publishers. 

• In 160T Shakespeare’s full namd was appended to ‘a 
poetical essaie on the Iduenix and the Turtle,’ which was 
•issued in an appendix to Robert Chester’s ‘ l.ove’s Martyr, or 
Ro.salins complaint, allegorically shadowing the Truth of Love 
in the Constant Fi^te of the Phoenix and 'Purtle,’— a volume 
published by Edward Blount. The drift of Chester’s crabbed 
verse is not clear, nor can the praise of perspicuity be allowed 
to the appendix to which Shakespeare contributed, together 
with Marston, Chapman, Ben Jonson, and ‘ Ignoto.’ The 
appendix* is introduced by a new title-page running thus : 

‘ Hereafter follow diverse poeticall Essaies on the former 
subject, viz : the Turtle and Ph(enix. l-)one by the best 
and chiefest of^our modern writers, with their names sub- 
scribed to their particular workes : never before extant.’ 
Shakespeare’s alleged contribution consists of thirteen four- 
lined stanzas in trochaics, each line being of seven syllables, 
'with the rhymes disposed as in Tennyson’s ‘ In Memoriam.’ 
The concluding ‘ threnos ’ is in five three-lined stanzas, also 
in trochaics, each .stanza having a single rhyme. The poet 
describes in enigmatic language the obsequies of the 
Phoenix and the T^irtle-dove, who had been united in life 
by the ties of a purely spiritual love. The poem may be a 
mere play of fancy without recondite intention, or it may 
be of allegorical import ; but whether it bear relation to 
pending ecclesiastical, political, or metaphysical controversy, 
or whether it interpret popukr grief for the death of some 
leaders of contemporary society, is not easily determined. 
Happily Shakespeare wrote nothing else of like character. 
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X 

THE PRACTICAL AFFAIRS OF LIFE 

Shakkspkare, in middle life, brought to practical affairs a 
singularly sane and sober temperament. In ‘ Ratseis (Ihost ^ 
(1605), an anecdotal biography of Gamaliel Ratsey, a 
notorious highwayman, who was hanged at Bed-ford on 
March 26, 1605, highwayman is represented as compel- 
ling a troop of actors whom he met by chance on the road 
to perform in his presence. At the close of the performance 
Ratsey, according to the memoir, addressed himself to a 
leader of the company, and cynically urged him t® practise 
the utmost frugality in London. ‘When thou fcclest thy 
jmrse well lined (the counsellor proceeded), buy thee some 
place or lordship in the country that, growihg weary of 
playing, thy money may there bring thee to dignity and 
reputation.’ Whether or no Ratscy’s biographer consciously 
identified the highwayman’s auditor with Shakespeare, it 
was the prosaic course of conduct marked out by Ratsey 
that Shakespeare literally followed. As soon as his position 
in his profession was assured, he devoted his energies to re- 
establishing the fallen fortunes of his family in his native 
place, and to ac(]uiring for himself and Jiis successors the 
status of gentlefolk. 

His father’s pecuniary embarrassments had steadily 
increased since his sdn’s departure. Creditors haiassed him 
unceasingly. In 1 587 one Nicholas Lane pursued him for 
a debt for which he had bei^ome liable as surety for his 
brother Henry, who was still farming their father’s lands j^t 
Snitterfield. Through 1588 and 1589 John Shakespeare 
retaliated with pertinacity on a debtor named John Tompson. 
But in 1 591 a creditor, Adrian Quiney, obtained a writ of 
distraint against him, and although in 1592 he attested 
inventories Haken on the death of two neighbours, Ralph 
Shaw and Henry Field, father of the London printer, he was 
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on December 25 of the same year ‘presented ’ as a recusant 
for absenting himself from church. The commissioners 
reported that Jiis absence was probably due to ‘ fear of 
'process for, debt.’ He figures for the last time in the pro- 
ceedings of the local court, in his customary role of 
defendant, on March 9, 1595. He was then joined with 
two fellow tradc'rs — Philip^Mrcen, a chandler, and Henry 
Rogers, a butcher as defendant in a suit brought by Adr^n 
(^)uiney a»d Thomas Barker for the recovery of the sum of 
five pounds. Unlike his partners in the litigation, his name 
is not followed in the record by a mention of his calling, and 
vhen the suit reached a later stage his name was omitted 
altogether. These may be viewed as indications that in the 
bourse of the proceedings he finally retired from trade, which 
had been of late prolific in disasters for him. In January 
1 596 7 he conveyed a slip of land attached to his dwelling in 
Henley Street to one Oeorge Badger. 

'fhere is a likelihood that the poet’s wife fared, in the 
[loot’s absence, no better than his Hlher. 'J'he only con- 
temporary mention made of her between her marriage in 
15<S2 and* her husband’s death in i6r6 is as the borrower 
at an unascertained date (evidently before 1595) of forty 
shillings from fhomas Whittington, who had formerly been 
her father’s shepherd. The money was unpaid when 
V\' hittington died in 1601, and he directed his executor to 
recover the sum from the poet and distribute it among the 
poor of Stratford. 

It was probably in 1596 that Shakespeare returned, after 
nearly eleven years’ absence, to his native town, and worked 
a revolution in the affairs of his family. The prosecutions 
of his father in the local court ceased. Thenceforth the 
poet’s relations wiiji Stratford were uninterruiited. He still 
resided in l.ondon for most of the year ; but until the close 
of his professional career he paid the town at least one 
annual visu, and he was always formally described as ‘ of 
Stratford-on-Avon, gentleman.’ He was no doubt there on 
August II, 1596, when his only son, Hamnct, was buried in 
t^e parish church ; the boy was eleven and a half years old. 

At the same date the poet’s father, despite his pecuniary 
embeyrassments, took a step, by way of regaining his prestige, 
which must be assigned to the poet’s intervention. He made 
application to the College of Heralds for a coat-of-arms. 
It is still customary at the College of Arms to* inform an 
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applicant fora coat-of-arms who has a father alive that the 
application should be made in the father's rmme, and the 
transaction conducted as if the father were the principal. It^ 
was doubtless on advice of this kind that Shakespeare was 
acting in his negotiations with the heralds. Then, as now, 
the heralds when bestowing new coats-obarms commonly 
credited the applicant’s family with an imaginary antiquity, 
ai\l little reliance need be placed on the biographical or 
The coat- genealogical statements alleged in grants of ar\ns. The 
of-arnis. poet’s father or the poet himself when first applying to the 

College stated that John Shakespeare, in 1568, while he was 
bailiff of Stratford, and while he was by virtue of that office 
a justice of the peace, had obtained from Robert Cook, then 
Clarcnceux herald, a ‘pattern ’ or sketch of an armorial coa^ 
This allegation is not noticed in the records of the College, 
and may be a formal fiction designed by# John Shakespeare 
and his son to recommend their claim to the notice of the 
heralds in 1596. The negotiations of 1568, if they were not 
apocryphal, were certainly aliortive ; otherwise there would 
have been no necessity for the further action of 1596. In 
any case, on October 20, 1596, a draft, which lijmains in 
the College of Arms, was prepared under the direction of 
William l.)ethick. Carter King-of Arms, grafting John’s 
re(iuest for a coat-of-arms. Garter stated, \yith characteristic 
vagueness, that he had been ‘ by credible report ’ informed 
that the applicant’s ‘ parentes and late antecessors were for 
theire valeant and faithfull service advanced and rewarded 
liy the most prudent prince King Henry the Seventh of 
famous memorie, sythence whiche tyme they have continewed 
at those partes [i.e. Warwickshire] in good reputacion and 
credit;’ and that ‘the said John [had] maryed Mary, 
daughtet and heiress of Robert Arden, of Wilmcote, gent.’ 
In consideration of these titles to honour. Garter declared 
that he assigned to Shakespeare this shield, viz. : ‘ Gold, on 
a bend sable, a spear of the first, and for his crest or 
cognizance a falcon, his wings displayed argent, ^standing on 
a wreath of his colours, suppofting a .spear gold steeled as 
aforesaid.’ In the margin of this draft-grant there is a peg:! 
sketch of the arms and crest, and above them is written the 
motto, ‘ Non Sanz Droict.’ A second copy of the ^raft, 
also dated in 1596, is extant at the College. The only altera- 
tions are t^e substitution of the word ‘ grandfather ’ for 
‘ antecessors ’ in the account of John Shakespeare’s ancestry. 
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and the substitution of the word ‘ esquire ^ for ‘ gent ’ in the 
description ^f his wife’s father, Robert Arden. At the foot 
of this draft, Jiowever, appeared some disconnected and 
hi n verifiable memoranda which John Shakespeare or his son 
had supplied to the heralds, to the effect that John had 
been bailiff of Stratford, liad received a ‘ jxittern ’of a shield 
from Clarenccu'x Cook, was a man of substance, and had 
married into a worshipful family. j 

Neither of these drafts was fully executed. It may have 
been that the unduly favourable representations made to the 
College respecting John Shakespeare’s social and pecuniary 
•{)Osition excited suspicion even in the habitually credulous 
minds of the heralds, or those officers may have deemed the 
profession of the son, who was conducting the negotiation, 
a bar to completing the transaction. At any rate, Shake- 
speare vx\d his father allowed three years to elapse before 
(as far as extant documents show) they made a further 
endeavour to secure the coveted distinction. In 1599 their 
efforts were crowned with success. Changes in the interval 
among the officials at the College may have facilitated the 
proceedings. In 1597 the Earl of Essex had become Earl 
Marshal and chief of the Heralds’ College (the office had 
been in commission in 1596); while the great scholar and 
antiquary, V^illiam Camden, had joined the College, also in 
1597, as Clarenceux King-of-Arms. The poet was favour- 
ably known to both Camden and the Earl of Essex, the 
close friend of the Earl of Southampton. His father’s 
application now took a new form. No grant of arms was 
asked for. It was asserted without qualification that the 
coat, as set out in the draft-grants of 1596, had been assigned 
to John Shakespeare while he was bailiff, and the heralds 
were merely invjted to give him a ‘ recognition ’ or 
‘ exemplification ’ of it. An ‘ exemplification ’ was invarialdy 
secured more easily than a new grant of arms. The heralds 
might, if ’they chose, tacitly accept, without examination, 
the applicant’s statement that his family had borne arms 
long ago, and they thereby regarded themselves as relieved 
of the obligation of close inquiry into his present status. 
At the same time John Shakespeare asked permission for 
himself to impale, and his eldest son and other children to 
quarter, on ‘ his ancient coat-of-arms ’ that of the Ardens ot 
Wilmcote, his wife’s family. The College officers were 
characteristically complacent. A draft was prej^ared under 
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the hands of Dethick, the Garter King, and of Camden, the 
Clarenceiix King, granting the required ‘ exegiplification ’ 
and authorising the required impalement a^id quartering. 
On one point only did IJethick and Camden betray* 
conscientious scruples. Shakespeare and his father 
obviously desired the heralds to recognise the title of Mary 
Shakespeare (the poet’s mothei*) to bear the arms of the 
grdit AVarwickshirc family of Afden, then seated at Park 
Hafl. Put the relationship, if it existed, was undetermined ; 
the Warwickshire Ardens were gentry of influence in the 
county, and were certain to protest against any hasty 
assumption of identity between their line and that of the* 
humble farmer of Wilmcote. After tricking the Warwick- 
shire Arden coat in the margin of the draft-grant for the 
purpose of indicating the manner of its impalement, the 
heralds on sec'ond thoughts erased it. 'Giey substituted in 
their sketc'h the arms of an Arden family living at Alvanley 
in the distant county of (flieshire. With that stock there 
was no i)retence that Robert Arden of Wilmcote was lineally 
conneett'd ; l)Ut the bearers of the Alvanley coat were 
unlikely to learn of its suggested impalement «.with the 
Shakespeare shield, and the heralds were less liable to the 
risk of litigation. Ihit the vShakespeares wisely relieved the 
College of all anxiety by omitting to assume the 'Arden coat. 
The Shakespeare arms alone are displayed with full heraldic 
elaboration on the monument above the poet’s grave in 
Stratford ('hurch ; they alone appear on the seal and on the 
tombstone of his elder daughter, Mrs. Susanna Hall, im- 
paled with , the arms of her husband ; and they alone were 
quartered by Thomas Nash, the first husband of the poet’s 
granddaughter, Elizabeth Hall. 

Some objection was taken a few years Jater to the grant 
even of the Shakespeare shield, but it was liascd on vexa- 
tious grounds that could not be upheld. Early in the 
seventeenth century Kalph Brooke, who was York hhrald from 
1593 till his death in 1625, and was long engaged in a 
bitter quarrel with his fellow ^Ihcers at the College, com- 
plained that the arms ‘ exemplified ’ to Shakespeare usurped 
the coat of Lord Mauley, on whose shield ‘a bend sable^ 
also figured. Dethick and Camden, who were responsible 
for any breach of heraldic etiquette in the matter, answered 
that the Shakespeare shield bore no more resemblance to the 
Mauley coat than it did to that of the Harley and the 
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l^'crrcrs families, which also bore ‘ a bend sable,’ but that in 
point of fact it' differed conspicuously from all three by the 
presence of a sp^ar on the ‘bend.’ iKahick and ('amden 
added, with customary want of precision, that the person to 
whom the grant was made had ‘ borne magistracy and was 
justice of peace at Stratford-on-Avon ; he maried the 
daughter and heife of Arderne, and was able to maintait;i 
that Estate.’ ' 

Meanwhile, in 1597, the poet had taken openly in his Purchase 
own person a more effective step in the way of rehabilitating of New 
himself and his family in the eyes of his fellow-townsmen, 

On May 4 he purchased the largest house in the town, 
known as New Place. It had been built by Sir Hugh 
efopton more than a century before, and seems to have 
fallen into a ruinous condition. But Shakespeare paid for 
it, with two barns and two gardens, the then substantial 
sum of 60/. Owing to the sudden death of the vendor, 

William Underhill, on July 7, 1597, the original transfer of 
the property was left at the time incomplete. Underhiirs 
son Fulk died a felon, and he was succeeded in the family 
estates by his brother Hercules, who on coming of age. 

May 1602, completed in a new deed the transfer of New 
Place to Shakespeare. On February 4, 1597-8, Shake- 
speare was described as a householder in Chapel Street 
ward, in which New Place was situated, and as the owner 
of ten quarters of corn. The inventory was made owing to 
the presence of famine in the town, and only two inhabi- 
tants were credited with a larger holding. In the same 
year (1598) he procured stone for the repair of the house, 
and before 1602 had planted a fruit orchard. He is 
traditionally said to have interested himself in the garden, 
and to have planted with his own hands a mulberry-tree, 
which was long a prominent feature of it. When this was 
cut dowm, in 1758, numerous relics were made from it, and 
were treated with an almost superstitious veneration. 
Shakespeare fioes not appear to have permanently settled 
at New Place till 1611. In 1609 the house, or part of it, 
wa% occupied by the town clerk, Thomas Greene, ‘ alias 
Shakespeare,’ who claimed to be the poet’s cousin. His 
grandniother seems to have been a Shakespeare. He often 
acted as the poet’s legal adviser. 

It was doubtless under their son’s guidance th^t Shake- 
speare’s father and mother set on foot in November 1597 — 

H 
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six months after his acquisition of New Place -a lawsuit 
against John Lambert for the recovery of ttie mortgaged 
estate of Asbies in Wilmcote. The litigation dragged cvfi 
for some years without result. ^ 

Three letters written during 1598 by leading men at 
Stratford are still extant among^ the Corporation's archives, 
juid leave no doubt of the reputation for wealth and 
ifrfluence with which the purchase of New Place invested 
the poet in his fellow-townsmen's eyes. Abrahdm Sturley, 
who was once bailiff, writing early in 1598, apparently to a 
brother in London, says : ‘This is one special remembrance 
from our father’s motion. It seemeth by him that our 
countryman, Mr. Shakspere, is willing to disburse some 
money upon some odd yardland or other at Shottery, or 
near about us : he thinketh it a very fit pattern to move 
him to deal in the matter of our tithes.* By the instructions 
you can give him thereof, and by the friends he can make 
therefor, we think it a fair mark for him to shoot at, and 
would do us much good.' Richard Quiney, another towns- 
man, father of 'Phomas (afterwards one of Shakespeare’s 
two sons-in-law), was, in the autumn of the*'same year, 
harassed by debt, and on October 25 appealed to vShake- 
speare for a loan of money. ‘ Loving coyntryman,’ the 
application ran, ‘ I am bold of you as of a friend craving 
your help with xxx //.’ Quiney was staying at the Bell Inn 
in Carter Lane, London, and his main business in the 
metropolis was to procure exemption for the town of 
Stratford from the payment of a subsidy. Abraham Sturley, 
writing to Quiney from Stratford ten days later (on 
November 4, 1598), pointed out to him that since the town 
was wholly unable, in consequence of the dearth of corn, to 
pay the tax, he hoped ‘ that our countryman, Mr. Wm. Shak., 
would procure us money, which I will like of, as I shall 
hear when, and wliere, and how.’ ^ 

The financial prosperity to which this correspondence 
and the transactions immediately preceding it point has 
been treated as one of the cliief mysteries of Shakespeare's 
career, but the difficulties are gratuitous. There is practi- 
cally nothing in Shakespeare's financial position that a study 
of the contemporary conditions of theatrical life does eot fully 
explain, although in estimating the present value of Shake- 
speare’s ificome we must multiply each of its items by eight. 
It was not until 1599, when the Globe Theatre was built, that 
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he acquired any share in the profits of a playhouse. But 
his revenues as^a successful dramatist and actor were by no 
means contemptible at an earlier date. His gains in the 
capacity of clramatist formed the smaller source of income. 
The highest price known to have been paid before 1599 to 
an author for a play by the .manager of an acting company 
was 1 1/. j 6/. was the lowest*ratc. A small additional gratm‘f:y 
— rarely apparently exceeding ten shillings — was bestowed 6n 
a dramatist whose piece on its first production was especially 
well received ; and the author was by custom allotted, by 
vay of ‘ benefit,’ a certain proportion of the receipts of the 
theatre on the production of a play for the second time. 
Other sums, amounting at times to as much as 4/., were 
bestowed on the author for revising and altering an old 
play for 41 revival. The nineteen t)lays which may be set 
to Shakespeare’s credit between 1591 and 1599, combined 
with such revising work as fell to his lot during those eight 
years, cannot consequently have brought him less than 200/., 
or some 20/. a year. Eight or nine of these plays were 
published ^during the period, but the publishers operated 
independently of the author, taking all the risks and, at the 
same time, all the receipts. The tniblication of Shakespeare’s 
plays in no x?ay affected his monetary resources, although 
his friendly reladons with the printer f ield doubtless 
secured him, despite the absence of any copyright law, some 
part of the profits in the large and continuous sale of his 
poems. 

But it was as an actor that at an early date he acquired a 
genuinely substantial and secure income. 'There is abun 
dance of contemporary evidence to show that the stage was 
for an efficient actor an assured avenue to comjiarative 
wealth. In 1590 *Robert (Ireene describes in his tract 
entitled ‘Never too Late ’ a meeting with a player whom he 
took by hi» ‘ outward habit ’ to be ‘ a gentleman of great 
living’ and a ‘substantial man.’ The player informed 
Greene that he had at the beginning of his career travelled 
on foot, bearing his theatrical properties on his back, but 
he* prospered so rapidly that at the time of speaking 
‘ his very share in playing apparel would not be sold for 
200/.’ • Among his neighbours ‘ where he dwelt ’ he was 
reputed able ‘at his proper cost to build a windmill.’ 
In the university play, ‘ The Return from Barnassus ’ 
(i6oi ?), a poor student enviously complains of the wealth 

H 2 
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and position which a successful actor derived from his 
railing. * 

Kngland affords those j^lorions vaj^ahoiK^s, 

That carried erst their fardles on their hackji; 

Coursers to ride on through the gazing streets, 

Sweeping it in their glaring satin suits, 

And pages to attend their masterships^ 

With mouthing words thal better wits had framed, 

They purchase lands and now esquires are made. 

The travelling actors, from whom the highwayman 
Gamaliel Ratsey extorted a free performance in 1604, were 
represented as men with the certainty of a rich competency 
in prospect. An efficient actor received in 1635 large 
a regular salary as 180/. The lowest known valuation set 
an actor’s wages at y. a day or about 4 c;/. a year. 
Shakespeare’s emoluments as an actor*before 1599 are not 
likely to have fallen below 100/. ; while the remuneration 
due to performances at Court or in noblemen’s houses, if 
the accounts of 1594 be accepted as the basis of reckoning, 
added some 15/. 

Thus over 130/. (equal to 1,040/. of to-day^ would be 
Shakespeare’s average annual revenue before 1599. Such 
a sum would be regarded as a very large inconvi in a country 
town. According to the author of ‘ I^itseis Ghost,’ the 
actor, who may well have been meant for Shakespeare, 
practised in London a strict frugality, and there seems no 
reason why Shakespeare should not have been able in 1597 
to draw from his savings 60/. wherewith to buy New Place. 
His resources might well justify his fellow-townsmen’s 
opinion of his wealth in 1598, and suffice between 1597 and 
1599 to meet his expenses, in rebuilding the house, stocking 
the barns with grain, and conducting various legal pro- 
ceedings. But, according to tradition, he had in the Earl 
of Southampton a^ealthy and generous frienej, who on one 
occasion gave him a large gift of money to enable ‘ him to 
go through with ’ a purchase to which he had a mind. A 
munificent gift, added to professional gains, leaves nothing 
unaccounted for in Shakespeare’s financial position before 
1599 - 

Financial After 1 599 his sources of income from the theatre greatly 
^position increased. In 1635 the heirs of the actor Richard Burbage 
a ter 1599. -^ere eng|iged in litigation respecting their proprietary rights 
in the two playhouses, the Globe and the Blackfriars theatres. 
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The documents relating to this litigation supply authentic, 
although nof very detailed, information of Shakespeare’s 
♦nterest in theatrical property. Richard Burbage, with his 
brother Crfthbert, erected at their sole cost the Globe 
'rheatre in the winter of 1598- 9, and the Blackfriars Theatre, 
which their fath4:r was building at the time of his death in 
1597, was also their property. After comi)leting the Globe 
they leased out, for twenty-one years, shares in the receipts 
of the theatre to ‘ those deserving men Shakespeare, 
Hemings, Condell, Philips, and others.^ All the share- 
liolders named were, like Burbage, active members of Shake- 
speare’s company of players. 'I'he shares, which numbered 
jyxteen in all, carried with them the obligation of providing 
for the expenses of the playhouse, and were doubtless in the 
first instance freely l)estowed. Hamlet claims, in the play 
scene (in: ii. 293)* that the success of his improvised 
tragedy deserved to ‘ get him a fellowship in a cry of players ’ 
— a proof that a successful dramatist might reasonably 
expect such a reward for a conspicuous effort. In ‘ Hamlet,’ 
moreover^ both a share and a half-share of ‘a fellowship in 
a cry of players ’ are described as assets of enviable value 
(ill. ii. 294-6). How many shares originally fell to Shake- 
speare there? is no means of determining. Records of 
later subdivision^) suggest that they did not exceed two. 
The Globe was an exceptionally large and popular play- 
house. It would accommodate some two thousand spec- 
tators, whose places cost them sums varying between two- 
pence and half a crown. The receipts were therefore 
considerable, hardly less than 25/. daily, or some 8,000/. a 
year. According to the documents of 1635, an actor-sharer 
at the (ilobe received above 200/. a year on each share, 
besides his actor’s •salary of 180/. 'Phus Shakespeare drew 
from the Globe Theatre, at the lowest estimate, more than 
500/. a year in all. •* 

His interest in the Blackfriars Theatre was comparatively 
unimportant, and is less e^sy to estimate. The often- 
quoted documents on which Collier depended to prove him 
a Substantial shareholder in that playhouse have long been 
proved to be forgeries. The pleas in the lawsuit of 1635 
showrthat the Burbages, the^ owners, leased the Blackfriars 
Theatre after its establishment in 1597 fora long term of 
years to the master of the Children of the (fhapel, but 
j[)ought out the lessee at the end of 1609, and then ‘ placed ’ 
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in it ‘men- players which were Hcmings, Condell, Shake- 
speare, &c.’ To these and other actors they^ allotted shares 
in the receipts, the shares numbering eight in all. The» 
profits were far smaller than at the Glofc, and if Shakespeare 
held one share (certainty on the point is impossible), it 
added not more than loo/. a year to his igcome, and that 
not until i6io. • 

Later in- ‘His remuneration as dramatist between 1599 find 16 ii 
come. also by no means contemptible. Prices paid to 

dramatists for plays rose rapidly in the early yea* of the 
seventeenth century. • In 1613 Robert Dabornc, a play-, 
wright of insignificant reputation, charged for a drama as 
much as 25/. Similarly the value of the author’s ^benefits* 
grew with the growing vogue of the theatre. The excep- 
tional popularity of Shakespeare’s plays after 1599 ^ave him 
the full advantage of higher rates of pecuniary reward in all 
directions, and the seventeen plays which were jiroduced by 
him between that year and the close of his professional 
career in t6ii probably brought him an average return of 
20/. each or 340/. in all - -nearly 30/. a year. At^the same 
time the increase in the number of Court performances 
under James I, and the additional favour bestowed on 
Shakespeare’s company, may well have given that source of 
income the enhanced value of 20/. a year. ‘ 

Thus Shakespeare in the later period of his life was earn- 
ing above 600/. a year in money of the period. With so 
large a professional income he could easily, with good 
management, have completed those purchases of houses and 
land at Stratford on which he laid out, between 1599 and 
1613, a total sum of 970/., or an annual average of 70/. 
These properties, it must be remembered, represented 
investments, and he drew rent from most of them. He 
traded, too, in agricultural produce. There is nothing 
inherently improbaWe in the statement of John* Ward, the 
seventeenth-century vicar of Stratford, that in his last years 
‘he spent at the rate of a thousand a year, as I tiave heard,’ 
although we may reasonably make allowance for exaggera- 
tion in the round figures. * 

Incon¥'s Shakespeare realised his theatrical shares several years 

of fellow- before his death in i6t6, when he left, according to hh will, 
aotors. 350^- in money in addition to an extensive real estate and 
numerous j)ersonal belongings. There was nothing excep- 
tional in this comparative affluence. His friends and 
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fellow-actors, Heming and Condell, amassed equally large, 
if not larger, fortunes. Burbage died in 1619 worth 300/. in 
lifnd, besides personal property ; while a contemporary 
actor and tHeatrical proprietor, Edward Alleyn, purchased 
the manor of Dulwich for 10,000/. (in money of his own 
day), and devotep it, with much other property, to public 
uses, at the same time as h/e made ample provision for his 
family out of the residue of his estate. Gifts from patroi%s 
may have continued occasionally to augment Shakespeare’s 
resources, but his wealth can be satisfactorily assigned to 
hatter attested agencies. There is no ground for treating it 
as of mysterious origin. 

• Between 1599 and t6i r, while London remained Shake- 
speare’s chief home, he built up at Stratford a large landed 
estate wlych his purchase of New I Mace had inaugurated. 

In 1601 his father dfed, being buried on September <S. He 
apparently left no will, and the poet, as the eldest son, 
inherited the houses in Henley Street, the only i)ortion of 
the property of the elder Shakespeare or of his wife which 
had not b^en alienated to creditors. Shakespeare permitted 
his mother to reside in one of the Henley Street houses till 
her death (she was buried September 9, 1608), and he de- 
rived a modest rent from the other. On May i, 1602, he Forma-j-, 
purchased for 320/. of the rich landowners William and hon of 
John Combe of Stratford 107 acres of arable land near the 
town. 'The conveyance was delivered, in the poet’s absence, 
to his brother Gilbert, ^ to the use of the within named 
William Shakespeare.’ A third purchase quickly followed. 

On September 28, 1602, at a court baron of the manor of 
Rowington, one Walter Getlcy transferred to the poet a 
cottage and garden which were situated at ("hapel T^ane, 
opposite the lower^rounds of New Place, d'hey were held 
practically in fee-simple at the annual rental of 2s, (ni. It 
appears from the roll that Shakespeare did not attend the 
manorial court held on the day fixed for the transfer of the 
property at 'Rowington, and ijt was consequently stipulated 
then that the estate should remain in the hands of the lady 
of the manor until he completed the purchase in person. 

At a later period he was admitted to the copyhold, and he 
settled the remainder on his two daughters in fee. In 
April 1610 he purchased from the Combes 20 acres of 
pasture land, to add to the 107 of arable land yiat he had 
acquired of the same owners in 1602. 
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The As early as 1598 Abraham Sturley had suggested that 

Stratford Shakespeare should purchase the tithes of Strafford. Seven 

tithes. years later, on July 24, 1605, he bought for 440/. of Ralplf 

Hiiband an unexpired term of thirty-one years of a ninety- 
two years’ lease of a moiety of the tithes of Stratford, Old 
Stratford, Bishopton, and Welcombe. 7 ^he moiety was 
subject to a rent of 17/. to the ^corporation, who were the 
reversionary owners on the lease’s expiration, an^ of 5/. to 
John Barker, the heir of a former proprietor. The invest- 
ment brought Shakespeare, under the most favourable 
circumstances, no more than an annuity of 38/., and the 
refusal of persons who claimed an interest in the other 
moiety to acknowledge the full extent of their liability to th^; 
cori)oration led that body to demand from the poet payments 
justly due from others. After 1609 he joined ^ith two 
interested [jersons, Richard Lane of AVston and Thomas 
Greene, tlie town clerk of Stratford, in a suit in Chancery 
to determine the exact responsibilities of all the tithe- 
owners, and in 1612 they presented a bill of complaint to 
Lord-chancellor l^dlesmere, with what result is ^unknown. 
His acquisition of a part-ownership in the tithes was fruitful 
in legal embarrassments. 

Recovery Shakespeare inherited his father’s love of lAigation, and 
of small stood rigorously by his rights in all his business relations, 
debts. jj-j March 1600 he recovered in London a debt of 7/. from 
one John Clayton. In July 1604, in the local court at 
Stratford, he sued one Philip Rogers, to whom he had 
supplied since the preceding March malt to the value of 
i/. i(.)S. I or/., and had on June 25 lent 2s. in cash. Rogers 
paid back 6 s., and Shakespeare sought the balance of the 
account, i/. i5jr. lol. During i6o8and 1609 he was at law 
with another fellow-townsman, John !\ddenbroke. On 
February 15, 1609, Shakespeare, who was apparently repre- 
sented by his solicitor and kinsman, Thomas Greene, 
obtained judgment from a jury against Addenbroke for the 
payment of 6/., and 1/. 55. costs, but Addenbmke left the 
town, and the triumph proved oarren. Shakespeare avenged 
himself by proceeding against one d'homas Horneby, wRo 
had acted as the absconding debtor’s bail. 
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ilATUKITY Ol^- GENIUS 
• * 

\VnH an inconsistency that is more apparent than real, 
Uie astute business transactions of these years (1597 -1611) 
synchronise with the production of Shakespeare’s noblest 
literary v^ork — of his most sustained and serious efforts in 
comedy, tragedy, and romance. In 1599, after abandoning 
English history with ‘ Henry V,’ he addressed himself to the 
composition of his three most perfect essays in comedy — 
‘ Much Ado about Nothing,' ‘ As You Like It,' and ‘ dVelfth 
Night.’ good-humoured tone seems to reveal their 

author in his hap^iiest frame of mind ; in each the gaiety and 
tenderness of youthful womanhood arc exhibited in fascinat- 
ing union ; ^hilc Shakespeare’s lyric gift bred no sweeter 
melodies than the songs with which the three plays are 
interspersed. At the same time each comedy enshrines such 
penetrating reflections on mysterious problems of life as 
mark the stage of maturity in the growth of the author’s 
intellect. The first two of the three plays were entered on 
the ‘Stationers’ Registers’ before August 4, 1600, on which 
day a prohibition was set on their publication, as well as on 
the publication of ‘ Henry V ’ and of Ben Jonson’s ‘Every 
Man in his Humofir.’ This was one of the many efforts of 
the acting company to stop the publication of plays in the 
belief that the practice was injurious t «5 their rights. The 
effort was only partially successful. ‘ Much Ado,’ like 
‘ Henry V,’ was published befgre the close of the year, being 
licensed for publication to Andrew Wise and William 
A^pley on August 23, 1600, at the same time as the ‘Second 
Part of Henry IV.’ Neither ‘ As you Like It ’ nor ‘ d’welfth 
NighP,’ however, was printed till it appeared in the Folio. 

In ‘Much Ado,’ which appears to have been written in 
1599, the brilliant and spirited comedy of Bei^edick and 
Beatrice, and of the blundering watchmen Dogberry and 
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Verges, is wholly original ; but the sombre story of Hero 
and Claudio, about which the comic incident revolves, is 
traceable to an Italian source. Bandello had first narrated 
the sad experiences of the heroine, whom he* christened 
Fenicia, in his ‘ Novelle ’ (No. xxii.) \ Bandello’s version 
was translated in Belleforest’s ‘ Histoires /IVagiques,’ and 
Ariosto grafted it on his ^ Orlando Furioso ’ (canto v.) 
Anosto’s rendering of the story, in which the injured heroine 
is called Oinevra and her lover Ariodante, was dramatised 
in England long before Shakespeare designed his comedy. 
According to the accounts of the Court revels, ‘A Historic 
of Ariodante and Oinevra was shown before her Majestic 
on Shrovetuesdaie at night’ in 1583. In 1591 Ariosto’^ 
account was turned into English by Sir John Harington in 
his spirited translation of ‘Orlando Furioso.’ Ejj:her the 
dramatised ‘ Flistoric ’ (which has not Survived in print or 
manuscript) or Harington’s verse may be regarded as the 
immediate source of the serious plot of ‘ Much Ado.’ 
Throughout the play Shakespeare blended with a con- 
vincing naturalness the serious aspects of humanity, which 
the Italian story suggested, and the ludicrous aspects which 
he wholly illustrated by incid(mt of his own invention. The 
|)opular comic actor William Kemp filled the yok of Dog- 
berry, and Cowley appeared as Verges. In both the Quarto 
of 1600 and the Folio of 1623 these actors’ names are pre- 
fixed by a copyist’s error to some of the speeches allotted to 
the two characters (act iv., st ene ii.) 

‘As You Like It,’ which quickly followed, is a dramatic 
adaptation of l.odge’s romance, ‘ Rosalynde, Euphues 
Golden Legacie ’ (1590), but .Shakespeare added three new 
characters of first-rate interest — Jaques, the meditative 
cynic; Touchstone, the most carefulljr elaborated of all 
Shakespeare’s fools ; and the hoyden Audrey. Hints for 
the scene of Orlanck)’s encounter with Charles tb€ Wrestler, 
and for Touchstone’s description of the diverse shaj^es of a 
lie, were clearly drawn from a book called ‘ .Sa^/iolo’s Prac- 
tise,’ a manual of the art of self-defence, which appeared 
in 1595 from the pen of Vincentio Saviolo, an Italian 
fencing-master in the service of the Earl of Essex. None 
of Shakespeare’s comedies breathes a more placid temper 
or approaches more nearly to a pastoral drama. Yet there 
is no lack intellectual or poetic energy in the enunciation 
of the contemplative philosophy which is cultivated in the 
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Forest of Arden. In Rosalind, Celia, Phcebe, and Audrey 
four types of youthful womanhood are contrasted with the 
liveliest humour. 

The date of ‘Twelfth Night’ is probably 1600, audits ‘Twelfth 
name, which has no reference to the story, doubtless com- Night.’ 
memorates the fa,ct that it was designed for a Twelfth Night 
celebration. ‘ The new map with the augmentation of the 
Indies,’ spoken of by Maria (111. ii. 86), was a respectful 
reference to the great map of the world or ‘ hydrographical 
description ’ which was first issued with Hakluyt’s ‘ Voyages,’ 
iu T599 1600, and first disclosed the* full extent of recent 

explorations of the ‘ Indies ’ in the New World and the Old. 

I^kc the ‘Comedy of Errors,’ ‘Twelfth Night ’ achieved the 
distinction, early in its career, of a presentation at an Inn 
of Court, It was ^'iroduced at Middle 'femple Hall on 
February 2, 1601-2, and Manningham, a barrister who was 
present, described the iierformance. Manningham wrote 
that the ])iece was ‘ much like tlic “ ("omedy of Errors ” or 
“Menechmi” in Plautus, but most like and neere to that 
in Italian called “ Inganni.” ’ Two sixteenth-century Italian 
plays entitled ‘(if Inganni ’ (‘ The Cheats’), and a third 
called ‘ or Ingannati ’ (‘The l)ui)es ’), bear resemblance to 
‘Twelfth Night.’ It is just possible that vShakespeare had 
recourse to the last, which was based on Ikindcllo’s novel of 
Nicuola, and, being first published at Siena in 1538, became 
popular throughout Italy. But in all probability he drew 
the story solely from the ‘ Historic of Apolonius and .Silla,’ 
which was related in ‘ Riche his Farewell to Militarie Pro- 
fession ’ (1581). The author of that volume, Barnabe 
Riche, translated the talc either direct from Bandello’s Italian 
novel or from the French rendering of J^andello’s work in 
Belleforest’s ‘ Histefires Tragiques.’ Romantic pathos, as in 
‘ Much Ado,’ is the dominant note of the main plot of 
‘Twelfth Night,’ but Shakespeare neifTralises the tone of 
sadness by his mirthful portrayal of Malvolio, Sir Toby 
Belch, Sir i\ndrew Aguecheejc, Fabian, the clown Feste, 
and Maria, all of whom are his own creations. The ludicrous 
gravity of Malvolio proved exceptionally popular on the stage. 

In 1601 Shakespeare made a new departure by drawing 
a plot*from North’s noble translation of ‘Plutarch’s laves.’ 

Plutarch is the king of biographers, and the deference which 
Shakespeare paid his work by adhering to the jijJiraseology 
wherever it was practicable illustrates his literary discrimina- 
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tion. On Plutarch’s lives of Julius Caesar,^ Brutus, and 
Antony, Shakespeare based his historical trjigedy of ‘Julius 
Ccesar.’ Weever, in 1601, in his ‘ Mirror of Martyrs,’ plainly 
refers to the masterly speech in the Forum at Caesar’s funeral 
which Shakespeare first put into Antony’s mouth. There is 
no suggestion of the speech iia Plutarch hence the com- 
position of ‘Julius Caesar’ may* be held to have preceded 
tife issue of Weever’s book in 1601. I'he genera,! topic was 
already familiar on the stage. Polonius told Hamlet how, 
when he was at the university, lie ‘did enact Julius Ccesar ; 
he was kill’d in the Capitol : Brutus kill’d him.’ A play uf 
the same title was known as early as 1589, and was acted in 
1594 by Shakespeare’s company. Shakespeare’s piece isea 
penetrating study of political life, and, although the murder 
and funeral of Ca3sar form the central episode an/l not the 
climax, the tragedy is thoroughly well planned and balanced. 
Caesar is ironically depicted in his dotage. The characters of 
Brutus, Antony, and Cassius, the real heroes of the action, 
are exhibited with faultless art. 'fhe fifth act, which presents 
the battle of Philippi in progress, proves ineffeejive on the 
stage, but the reader never relaxes his interest in the fortunes 
of the vanquished Brutus, whose death is the catastrophe. 

While ‘Julius Ciesar’ was winning its first laurels on the 
stage, the fortunes of the London theatres? were menaced by 
two manifestations of unreasoning prejudice on the part of 
the public. 'Phe earlier manifestation, although speciously 
the more serious, was in effect innocuous. The puritans 
of the city of London had long agitated for the suppression 
of all theatrical performances, and it seemed as if the agita- 
tors triumphed when they induced the Privy Council on 
June 22, 1600, to issue. to the officers of the Corporation of 
London and to the justices of the peace of Middlesex and 
Surrey an order forbidding the maintenance of more than two 
playhouses — one irf Middlesex (Alleyn’s newly erected play- 
house, the ‘ Fortune ’ in Cripplegate) and the other in 
Surrey (the ‘ Clobe ’ on the J 3 ankside). I'he contemplated 
restriction would have deprived very many actors of employ- 
ment, and driven others to seek a precarious livelihood* in 
the provinces. Happily, disaster was averted by the failure 
of the municipal authorities and the magistrates of *Surrey 
and Middlesex to make the order operative. All the 
London theatres that were already in existence went on their 
way unchecked. 



MATURITY OF GENIUS 109 

More calamitous was a temporary reverse of fortune The strife 
which Shakespeare’s company, in common with the other l>etwcen 
^iompanies of attult actors, suffered soon afterwards at the 
hands, not l)f fanatical enemies of the drama, but of play- 
goers who were its avowed supporters. The company of 
boy-actors, chiefly recruited frorA the choristers of the 
Chapel Royal, and known as ‘ the Children of the Chapel,’ 
had since 1597 been installed at the new theatre in Black- 
friars, and after 1600 the fortunes of the veterans, who 
occupied rival stages, were put in jeopardy by the extrava- 
gant outburst of public favour that the boys’ performance 
evoked. In ‘ Hamlet ’ (ii. ii. 348-94), the play which followed 
‘Julius Caesar,’ Shakespeare pointed out the perils of the 
situation. The adult actors, Shakespeare asserted, were pre- 
vented from performing in London through no falling ofTin 
their efficiency, but’f)y the ‘ late innovation ’ or ‘ novelty ’ of 
the children’s vogue. They were compelled to go on tour in 
the provinces, at the tiX{)ense of their revenues and reputa- 
tion, because ‘an aery [i.e. nest] of children, little eyases 
[i.e. young hawks],’ dominated the theatrical world, and 
monopolised public applause. ‘ These are now the 
fashion,’ the dramatist lamented, and he made the topic 
the text of a»reflection on the fickleness of public taste : 

Hamlet. Do tKc hoys carry it away ? 

Rosencrantz. Ay, that they do, my lord, Hercules and his load 

too. 

Hamlet. It is not very strange ; for my uncle is King of Denmark, 
and those that would make mows at him while my father lived, give 
twenty, forty, fifty, a hundred ducats apiece for his picture in little. 

Jealousies in the ranks of the dramatists accentuated 
the actor’s difficulties. Ben Jonson was, at the end of 
the sixteenth centfiry, engaged in a fierce personal (juarrel 
with two of his fellow dramatists, Marston and T)ekker. 

The adult actors generally avowed sympathy with Jonson’s 
foes. Jonson, by way of revenge, sought an offensive 
alliance with ‘the Children of the Chapel.’ Under careful 
tuition the boys proved capable of performing much the 
same pieces as the men. To ‘ the children ’ Jonson offered 
in 1600 his comical satire of ‘Cynthia’s Revels,’ in which 
he h«ld up to ridicule Dekker, Marston, and their actor- 
friends. ' The play, when acted by ‘ the children ’ at the 
Blackfriars Theatre, was warmly welcomed by the audience. 

Next year Jonson repeated his manoeuvre ^ith greater 
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effect. He learnt that Marston and Dekker were con 
spiring with the actors of Shakespeare’s compliny to attack 
him in a piece called ‘ Satiro-Mastix, or the Untrussing arf" 
the Humourous Poet.’ He anticipated theii^ design by 
producing, again with ‘ the Children of the Chapel,’ his 
‘ Poetaster,’ which was throug}iout a venomous invective 
against his enemies— dramatists and actors alike. Shake- 
speare’s company retorted by producing Dekker and 
Marston’s ‘ Satiro-Mastix ’ at the Globe Theatre 'next year. 
But Jonson’s action had given new life to the vogue of the 
children. Playgoers, took sides in the struggle, and they* 
attention was for a season riveted, to the exclusion of topics 
more germane to their province, on the actors’ an^ 
dramatists’ boisterous war of personalities 

In his detailed references to the conflict in ‘Hamlet’ 
Shakespeare protested against the abus^v^e comments on the 
men-actors of ‘ the common stages ’ or public theatres 
which were put into the children’s mouths. Rosencrantz 
declared that ‘the children so berattle [i.e. assail] the 
common stages -- so they call them - that maiiy wearing 
rapiers are afraid of goose- quills, and dare scarce come 
ihither |i.e. to the public theatres].’ Hamlet in pursuit of 
the theme pointed out that the writers who eiKcOuraged the 
vogue of the ‘ child a(!tors ’ did them a poor service, l^ecause 
when the boys should reach men’s estate they would run 
the risk, if they continued on the stage, of the .same in.sults 
and neglect which now threatened their seniors. 

IIami.k'P. What are they children ? Who maintains ’em? how 
are they escoted [i.e. paid]? Will they pursue the quality [i.e. the 
actor’s profession I no longer than they can sing? Will they not say 
afterwards, if they should grow themselves to common players— as it is 
most like, if their means are no better— their tttriters do them wrong 
to make them exclaim against their own succession ? 

Koskncran I /. Faith, there has been much to do on both sides, 
and the nation holds it^iosin to tarre [i.e. incite] them to*‘controversy : 
there was for a while no money bid for argument, unless the poet and 
the player went to cuffs in the cpiestion. v 

Hamcet. Is it possible ? 

Oun.uKNsrERN. O, there has been much throwing about ^of 
brains. 

Shakespeare clearly favoured the adult actors ii> their 
rivalry with the boys, but he wrote more like a disinterested 
spectator than an active partisan when he made specific 
reference t*o the strife between the poet Ben Jonson and 
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the players. In the prologue to ‘ Troiliis and Cressida,’ 
which he panned in 1603, he warned his hearers, with 
pbvious alliisioA to Ben Jonson’s battles, that he hesitated 
to identify himself with either actor or poet. Passages in 
Ben Jonson’s ‘ Poetaster,’ moreover, pointedly suggest that 
Shakespeare cultivated so assiduously an attitude of 
neutrality lhat Jonson acknowledged him to be (lualified for 
the role of peacemaker. The gentleness of disposition wjth 
which Sh?ikespeare was invariably credited by his friends 
would have well fitted him for such an office. 

Jonson figures personally in the ‘.Poetaster ’ under the 
name* of Horace. Episodically Horace and his friends, 
Jibullus and Gallus, eulogise the work and genius of 
another character, Virgil, in terms so closely resembling 
those which Jonson is known to have applied to Shake- 
speare tfiat they m»y be regarded as intended to apply to 
him (act v. sc. i.) Jonson points out that Virgil, by his 
penetrating intuition, achieved the great effects which 
others laboriously sought to reach through rules of art. 

JI^ learning labours not the school-like gloss 
That most consists of echoing words and terms . . . 

Nor any long or far-fetched circumstance - 
Wra)a in the curious gcnmalities of arts - 
But a direct and analytic sum 
f)f all the worth and first effects of arts. 

And for his poesy, ’tis so rammed with life 
That it shall gather strength of life with l)eing, 

And live hereafter, more admired than now. 

Tibullus gives Virgil equal credit for having in his writings 
touched with telling truth u|)on every vicissitude of human 
existence. 

That which he hath writ 
Is with such judgment laboured and distilled 
Through all the needful uses of our lives 
ThiU, could a man remember but his lines, 

He should not toucli at any serious point, 

But he might breathe his spirit out of him. 

Finally, Virgil in the play is nominated by Cajsar to act as 
judge between Horace and his libellers, and he advises the 
administration of purging pills to the offenders. This 
course of treatment is adopted with satisfactory results. 

As against this interpretation, one contemporary witness 
has been held to testify that Shakespeare stemmj^d the tide 
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yitfenson’s embittered activity by no peace- making inter- 
Msllion, but by joining his foes, and by administering to 
with their aid, the identical coiirsL' of medicfn^ 
in the ‘ Poetaster ' is meted out to his enemies. In 
till |ame year (i6oi) as the ‘Poetaster’ was produced, 
Return from Parnassus ’ — a third piece in a trilogy of 
was ‘acted by the students in St. 'John’s College, 
Ciadi'bridge.’ In this piece, as in its two predecessors, 
Si^espeare received, both as a playwright and a poet, high 
dpi^iendation, although his poems were judged to reflect 
idttiewhat too largely ‘love’s lazy foolish langiiishment.’ 
Hie actor Purbage w'as introduced in his own name in- 
stniiting an aspirant to the actor’s profession in the part of 
Richard III, and the familiar lines from Shakespeare’? 
play— 

Now is the winter of our discontenrt ‘ 

Made glorious summer by tliis sun of York — 

are recited by the pupil as part of his lesson. Subsequently 
in a prose dialogue between Shakespeare’s fellow-actors 
Burbage and Kempe, Kempe remarks of .university drama- 
tists, ‘Why, here’s our fellow Shakespeare puts them all 
down ; aye, and Ben Jonson, too. O ! that Ben Jonson is 
a pestilent fellow. He brought up Hprace, giving the 
poets a pill ; but our fellow Shakespeare hath given him a 
purge that made him bewray his credit.’ Burbage adds : 

‘ He is a shrewd fellow indeed.’ This perplexing passage 
has been held to mean that Shakespeare took a decisive 
part against Jonson in the controversy with Dekker and 
Dekker’s actor friends. But such a conclusion is nowhere 
corroborated, and seems to be confuted by the eulogies of 
Virgil in the ‘ Poetaster ’ and by the general handling of the 
theme in ‘ Hamlet.’ The words quoted from ‘The Return 
from Parnassus’ l-^ardly admit of a literal interpretation. 
Probably the ‘purge’ that Shakespeare was alle'ged by the 
author of ‘ The Return from Parnassus ’ to have given 
Jonson meant no more than that Shakespeare had signally 
outstripped Jonson in popular esteem. As the author^of 
‘ Julius Caesar,’ he had just proved his command of topics 
that were peculiarly suited to Jonson’s vein, and had in 
fact outrun his churlish comrade on his own ground. 

Jonson’s resentment at the success of ‘ Julius Caesar ’ is 
not open< to question. It is on record. The most 
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scornful criticism that Jonson is known to have passed on 
any compositJbn by Shakespeare was aimed at a passage in 
‘Jutius Caesar,’ dnd as Jonson’s attack is barely justifiable 
on literary grounds, it is fair to assume that the play was 
distasteful to him from other considerations. ‘ Many 
times,’ Jonson wrote of Shakespeare in his ‘Timber,’ ‘hee 
fell into th6se things [which] could not escape laughter : As 
when hee said in the person of Ccesar^ one speaking to him 
[i.e. Caesar^ ; Ccesar^ thou dost me ivrong. Hee [i.e. Ca3sar] 
replyed : Ccesar did never 7 vrong^ Imtt with just cause : and 
such like, which were ridiculous.’ Jonson derisively quoted 
the same passage in the induction to ‘ The Staple of News ’ 
(1625) : * Cry you mercy, you did not wrong but with just 
cause,’ Possibly the words that were ascribed by Jonson 
to Shakespeare’s character of Caesar appeared in the 
original Version of the play, but, perhaps owing to Jonson’s 
captious criticism, they do not tigurc in the Folio version, 
the sole version that has reached us. Th'i only words there 
that correspond with Jonson’s quotation arc Caesar’s remark : 

Know, Oosar cloth not wrong, nor without cause 
will he be satisfied 

(ill. i. 47 8). The rhythm and sense seem to require the 
reinsertion afifer the word ‘ wrong ’ of the phrase ‘ but with 
just cause,’ which Jonson needlessly rciirobated. 

The superior popularity of Shakespeare’s ‘Julius Ctesar ’ 
in the theatre to Ben Jonson’s Roman play of ‘Catiline, 
is brought into strong relief in the eulogistic lines oit Shake 
spearc by his admiring critic, Leonard Digges (1588-1635), 
which appeared in the 1640 edition of Shakespeare’s 
‘ Poems : ’ 

So have I seen when Ciesar would appear, 

And on the sta^e at half-sword parley were 
Urutus and Cassius — oh, how the audience 
Were ravish’d, with what wonder they wont 1 hence 
When some new day they would not brook a line 
Of tedious, though well laboured, Catiline. 

ft 

At any rate, in the tragedy that Shakespeare brought 
outftn the year following the production of ‘Julius Ctesar,’ 
he finally left Jonson and all friends and foes lagging far 
behind .both in achievement and reputation. This new 
exhibition .of the force of his genius re>established, too, the 
ascendency of the adult actors who interpreted ^is work, 
and the boys’ supremacy was quickly brought to an end. 
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In 1602 Shakespeare produced ‘Hamlet,’ ‘that piece of 
his which most kindled English hearts.’ Thli story of the 
Prince of Denmark had been popular on tlfc stage as eftr^y 
as 1589 in a lost dramatic version by another writer — doubt- 
less Thomas Kyd, whose tragedies of blood, ‘ The Spanish 
Tragedy ’ and ‘Jeronimo,’ long-held the Elizabethan stage. 
To that lost version of ‘ Ilainiet ’ Shakespeare’s tragedy 
certainly owed much. The story was also accessible in the 
‘ Histoires Tragiques ’ of Belleforest, who adapted it from 
the ‘Historia Danica’ of Saxo Grammaticus. No English 
translation of Bellefarcst’s ‘ Hystorie of Hamblct ’ appeared 
before 1608; Shakespeare doubtless read it in the French, 
But his authorities give little hint of what was to emerge 
from his study of them. ^ 

Burbage created the title-part in Shakespeare’s tragedy, 
and its success on the stage led to the play’s pfiblication 
immediately afterwards. The bibliography of ‘Hamlet’ 
offers a puzzling problem. - On July 26, 1602, ‘A Book 
called the Revenge of Hamlet, Prince of Denmark, as it 
was lately acted by the Lord (diamberlain his Servants,’ 
was entered on the Stationers’ Company’s Regi.fters by the 
printer James Roberts, and it was published in quarto next 
year by N[icholas] L[ingJ and John Trundelb The title- 
page stated that the piece had been ‘ acted divers times in 
the city of London, as also in the two universities of Om- 
bridge and Oxford and elsewhere.’ The text here appeared 
in a rough and imperfect state. In all probability it was a 
piratical and carelessly transcribed copy of Shakespeare’s 
first draft of the [ilay, in which he drew largely on the older 
piece. 

A revised version, printed from a more complete and 
accurate manuscript, was published «in 1604 as ‘The 
Tragical History of Hamlet Prince of Denmark, by 
William Shakespciare, newly imprinted and ^enlarged to 
almost as much again as it was, according to the true and 
perfect copy.’ This was printed by I[ames] R[oberts] for 
the publisher N[icholasJ L[mg]. I'he concluding words — 

‘ according to the true and perfect copy ’—of the title-page 
of the Second Quarto were intended to stamp its pre- 
decessor as surreptitious and unauthentic. But it is cliiar that 
the Second Quarto was not a perfect version of the play. 
It was itself printed from a copy which had been curtailed 
for acting purposes. 
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A third version (long the textNs receptus) figured in the 
Folio of 162^3. Here many passages, not to be found in 
the"* quartos, appear for the first time, but a few others that 
appear in fhe quartos are omitted. The Folio text pro- 
bably came nearest to the original manuscript ; but it, too, 
followed an acting copy which had been abbreviated some- 
what less drastically than- the Second Quarto and in a 
different fashion. I'heobald in his ‘Shakespeare Restored' 
(1726) macle the first scholarly attempt to form a text from 
a collation of the First Folio with the Second Quarto, and 
'rheobald’s text with further embellishments by Sir Thomas 
rianmCr, Edward Capell, and the Cambridge editors of 1866, 
i^^ now generally adopted. 

‘ Hamlet ’ was the only drama by Shakespeare that was 
acted in his lifetime at the two Universities. It has 
since attracted more: attention from actors, playgoers, and 
reader of all capacities than any other of Shakespeare’s 
plays. Its world- wide pojnilarity from its author’s day to 
our own, when it is as warmly welcomed in the theatres 
of France and Germany as in those of ICngland and 
America, is the most striking of the many testimonies to 
the eminence of Shakespeare’s dramatic instinct. At a first 
glance there seems little in the [ilay to attract the un- 
educated or the unreflecting. ‘ Hamlet ’ is mainly a 
psychological effort, a study of the reflective temperament 
in excess. The action develops slowly ; at times there is 
no movement at all. The piece is the longest of Shake- 
speare’s plays, reaching a total of over 3,900 lines. (‘ Hamlet ’ 
is thus some nine hundred lines longer than ‘Antony and 

Cleopatra’ the play by Shakespeare that approaches it 

most closely in numerical strength of lines.) At the .same 
time the total length* of Hamlet’s speeches far exceeds that 
of those allotted by Shakespeare to any other of his 
characters. Humorous relief is, it is true, effectively supplied 
to the tragic theme by Polonius and the grave-diggers, and 
if the topical references to coijtemporary theatrical history 
(ii. ii. 350-89) could only count on an appreciative recep- 
tiori from an Elizabethan audience, the pungent censure of 
actors’ perennial defects is calculated to catch the ear of 
the average playgoer of all ages. But it is not to these subsi- 
diary features that the universality of the play’s vogue can 
be attributed. It is the intensity of interest whi<^ Shake- 
speare contrives to excite in the character of the hero that 
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explains the position of the play in popular esteem. The 
play’s unrivalled power of attraction lies in® the pathetic 
fascination exerted on minds of almost evei^ calibre hy*tl^ 
central figure— -a high-born youth of chivalric mstincts and 
finely developed intellect, who, when stirred to avenge in 
action a desperate private wroijg, is foiled by introspective 
workings of the brain that tiaralyse the will. ' 

• Although the difficulties of determining the date of 
‘ Troilus and Cressida ’ are very great, there ‘are many 
grounds for assigning its composition to the early days of 
1603. In 1599 JXekker and (diettle were engaged by 
Hcnslowe to prepare for the Earl of Nottingham’s company 

a rival of Shakespeare’s company a play of ‘ Troilus and 

Cressida,’ of which no trace survives. It doubtless suggested 
the topic to Shakespeare. On February 7, 1602 3, James 
Roberts obtained a licen.se for ‘ the lx)oke of TAiilus and 
Cresseda as yt is acted by my Lord Chamberlens men,’ 
i.e. Shakes[)eare’s company. Roberts printed the vSecond 
Quarto of ‘ Hamlet’ and others of Shakespeare’s plays ; but 
his effort to pulilish ‘Troilus’ proved abortive owing to the 
interposition of the players. Roberts’s ‘ book ’ wtis probably 
Shakespeare’s play. The metrical characteristics of Shake- 
speare’s ‘ Troilus and ('ressida ’ — the regularity of the blank 
verse —iiowerfully confirm the date of ooinposition which 
Roberts’s license suggests. Six years later, however, on 
January 2(S, 1608 9, a new license for the i.ssuc of ‘ a booke 
called the history of Troylus and Oe.ssida ’ was granted to 
other publishers, Richard Bonian and Henry Walley, and 
these publishers, more fortunate than Roberts, soon printed 
a quarto with Shakes|)care's full name as author. I'hc text 
seems fairly authentic, but exceptional obscurity attaches to 
the circumstances of the publication. «\Some copies of the 
book bear an ordinary type of title-page stating that the 
piece was printed ^as it was acted by the King’s majesties 
servants at the (llobe.’ But in other copies, which differ in 
no way in regard to the text of the play, there was substituted 
for this title-page a more pretentious announcement running : 
‘d'he famous ilistorie of Troylus and Cresseid, excellejfitly 
expressing the beginning of their loues with the conceited 
wooing of Pandarus, prince of Lacia.’ After this pompous 
title-page there was inserted, for the first and only time in 
the case of a play by Shakespeare that was published in his 
lifetime, Jn advertisement or preface. In this interpolated 
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page an anonymous scribe, writing in the name of the 
publishers, paid bombastic and high-flowi^ compliments to 
w^hakespear<^ as a writer of ‘ comedies,’ and defiantly boasted 
that the ‘grand possessers’ — i.e. the owners — of the manu- 
script deprecated its jmblication. By way of enhancing the 
value of what were obvioi?sly stolen wares, it was falsely 
added that the piece was hew and unacted. This address 
was possibly the brazen reply of the publishers to a more 
than usually emphatic protest on the [lart of players or 
dramatist against the printing of the piece. The editors of 
the Ffjlio evinced distrust of the Quarto edition by printing 
their text from a different copy showing many deviations, 
which were not always for the better. 

The work, which in point of construction shows signs of 
haste, awd in stylc^is exceptionally uncfjiial, is the least 
attractive of the efforts of Shakespeare’s middle life, d'he 
story is based on a romantic legend of thed'rojan war, which 
is of mediaeval origin. Shakespeare had possibly read 
Chapman’s translation of Homer’s ‘Iliad,’ but he owed his 
plot to (Tiaucer’s ‘Troilus and Cresseid’ and Lydgate’s 
‘dVoy Book.’ In defiance of his authorities he jirescnted 
Cressida as a heartless coquette ; the poets who had 
previously treated her story Boccaccio, Chaucer, Lydgate, 
and Robert Henryson had imagined her as a tender- 
hearted, if frail, beauty, with claims on their pity rather than 
on their scorn. But Shakespeare’s innovation is dramati- 
cally effective, and accords with strictly moral canons. I'lie 
charge frequently brought against the dramatist that in 
‘ Troilus and Cressida ’ he cynically invested the Creek 
heroes of classical antiejuity with contemptible characteristics 
is ill supported b^ the text of the play. Ulysses, Nestor, 
and Agamemnon figure in Shakespeare’s play as brave 
generals and sagacious statesmen, and in their s[)eeches 
Shakespeafe concentrated a marvel loifs wealth of pithily 
expressed philosophy, much of which has fortunately 
obtained proverbial currency. Shakespeare’s conception 
of the Greeks followed traditional lines exce[)t in the case 
of Achilles, whom he transforms into a brutal coward. And 
that portrait quite legitimately interpreted the selfish, 
iinre^bning, and exorbitant pride with which the warrior 
was credited by Homer and his imitators. 

Shakespeare’s treatment of his theme cannjjt therefore 
be fairly construed, as some critics construe it, into a petty- 
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minded protest against the honour paid to^ the ancient 
Greeks and to the form and sentiment of tl^ir literature, by 
more learned dramatists of the day, like Ben Jonson and 
Chapman. Although Shakespeare knew the Homeric 
version of the Trojan war, he worked in ‘ Troilus and 
Cressida ’ upon a mediaeval romance, which was ^practically 
uninfluenced either for good oreVil by the classical spirit. 

* Despite the association of Shakespeare’s company with 
the rebellion of 1601, and its difficulties with the Children 
of the Chapel Royal, he and his fellow actors retained their 
hold on Court favour till the close of Elizabeth’s reign. As 
late as February 2, 1603, the company entertained the dying 
Queen at Richmond. Her death on March 24, 1603, drew 
from Shakespeare’s early eulogist, Chettle, a vain appeal to 
him, under the fanciful name of Melicert, to « 

Drop from his honied muse one sable leare, 

To mourne her deatlr that gracM his desert, 

And to his laies opened her royal care. 

But, except on sentimental grounds, the Queen’s death 
justified no lamentation on the part of Shakespeare. On 
the withdrawal of one royal patron he and his friends at 
once found another, who proved far more •liberal and 
appreciative. 

On May 19, 1603, James I, very soon after his accession, 
extended to Shakespeare and other members of the Lord 
Chamberlain’s company a very marked and valuable 
recognition. To them he granted under royal letters patent 
a license ‘ freely to use and exercise the arte and facultie of 
playing comedies, tragedies, histories, enterludes, moralls, 
pastoralles, stage-plaies, and such other like as they have 
already studied, or hereafter shall use St studie as well for 
the recreation of our loving subjectes as for our solace and 
pleasure, when we slhall thinke good to see them* during our 
pleasure.’ The Globe Theatre was noted as the customary 
scene of their labours, but p^mission was granted to them 
to perform in the town-hall or moot-hall of any country 
town. Nine actors are named. Lawrence Fletcher starfds 
first on the list ; he had already performed before James in 
Scotland in 1599 and 1601. Shakespeare comes 'second 
and Burbage third. The company to which they belonged 
was thenc^orth styled the King’s company ; its members 
became ‘ tne King’s Servants,’ and they took rank with the 
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Grooms of the Chamber. Shakespeare’s plays were thence- 
forth repeateflly^ performed in James’s presence, and there is 
A credible tradition that James wrote to Shakespeare ‘an 
amicable le*tter ’ in his own hand, which was long in the 
possession of Sir William D’Avenant. This circumstance 
was first sjt fortti in print, on the testimony of ‘ a credible 
person then living,’ by Bernard Lintot the bookseller, in 
the preface to his edition of Shakespeare’s poems in ly fo, 
Oldys suggested that the ‘ credible person ’ who saw the 
letter while in D’Avenant’s possession was John Sheffield, 
yuke of Buckingham (1648-1721). 

In*the autumn and winter of 1603 the prevalence of the 
ftlague led to the closing of the theatres in London. The 
King’s players were compelled to make a prolonged tour in 
the produces, which entailed some loss of income. For 
two months from the third week in October, the Court 
was temporarily installed at Wilton House, the residence of 
William Herbert, third earl of Pembroke, and late in 
November the company was summoned by the royal officers 
to perforn^ in the royal presence. The actors travelled from 
Mortlake to Salisbury ‘unto the Courte aforesaide,’ and 
their performance took place at Wilton House on Decem- 
ber 2. 'rhey^eceived next day ‘ upon the ("ouncells warrant ’ 
the large sum of 30/. ‘by way of his majesties reward.’ 
Many other gracious marks of royal favour followed. On 
March 15, 1604, Shakespeare and eight other actors of the 
company walked from the Tower of London to Westminster 
in the procession which accompanied the King on his 
formal entry into London. Each actor received four and a 
half yards of scarlet cloth to wear as a cloak on the occasion, 
and in the document authorising the grant Shakespeare’s 
name stands first ffn the list. The dramatist Dekker was 
author of a somewhat bombastic account of the elaborate 
ceremonialf which accompanied a splendid series of copper 
plate engravings of the triumphal arches spanning the 
streets. Or? April 9, 1604, thf King gave further proof of 
his friendly interest in the fortunes of his actors by causing 
an*official letter to be sent to the Lord Mayor of London 
and the Justices of the Peace for Middlesex and Surrey, 
biddiif^ them ‘ permit and suffer ’ the King’s players to 
‘ exercise* their playes ’ at their ‘ usual house,’ the Globe. 
Four months later — in August — every member of the 
company was summoned by the King’s order to attend at 
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Somerset House during the fortnight’s sojourn there of the 
Spanish ambassador extraordinary, Juan ^ I^ernandez ^ de 
Velasco, duke de Frias, and Constable of Castile, who came 
to London to ratify the treaty of peace between England and 
Spain, and was magnificently entertained by the English 
Court. Between All Saints’ liay [Novenaber ij and the 
ensuing Shrove Tuesday, which fell early in February 1605, 
Shakespeare’s company gave no fewer than elcvep perform- 
ances at Whitehall in the royal presence. 
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THE HIGHEST THEMES OF TRAGEDY 

m 

Under the incentive of such exalted patronage, Shake- 
speare’s activity redoubled, hut his work shows none of the 
conventional marks of literature that is produced in the 
blaze o£ Court favour. The first six years of the new reign 
saw him absorbed in the highest themes of tragedy, and an 
unparalleled intensity and energy, which bore few traces of 
the trammels of a Court, thenceforth illumined every scene 
that he contrived. To 1604 the composition of two plays 
can be confidently assigned, one of which - ‘ Othello ’ -ranks 
with Shakespeare’s greatest achievements ; while the other 
— ‘ Mea*sure for Measure ’ — although as a whole far inferior 
to ‘Othclld,’ contains one of the finest scenes (l)etween 
Angelo and Isa’bella, ii. ii. 43 sq.) and one of the greatest 
speeches (Claudio on the fear of death, iii. i. 116-30) in 
the range of Shakesperean drama. ‘ Othello ’ was doubtless 
the first new piece by Shakespeare that was acted before 
James. It was produced at Whitehall on November i. 

‘ Measure for Measure’ followed on December 26. Neither 
was printed in Shakespeare’s lifetime. The plots of both 
ultimately come from the same Italian collection of novels — 
Giraldi Cinthio’s* Hecatommithi,’ which was first published 
in 1565. 

Cinthto’s painful story of ‘ Un Capfltano Moro,’ or ‘ 1 'he 
Moor of Venice’ (Deca. iii. Nov. vii.), is not known to have 
been tran.slated into English, before Shakespeare dramatised 
it in the play on which he bestowed the title of ‘Othello.’ 
fte followed the main drift of the Italian romance with 
fidelity ; but he rechristened all the personages excepting 
Desflfemona ; he introduced the new character of Roderigo, 
and first gave definite significance to the character of Emilia, 
lago, who lacks in Cinthio’s tale any feature to distinguish 
him from the conventional criminal of Italian fiction, became 
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in Shakespeare’s hands the subtlest of all studies of intel- 
lectual villainy and hypocrisy. But Shakespeare’s genius 
declared itself most signally in his masterly’ reconstructions 
of the catastrophe. He invested Desdemona’s’^ tragic fate 
with a wholly new and fearful intensity by making lago^y 
cruel treachery known to Othqjlo at the Jast—Just after 
lago’s perfidy had impelled the noble-hearted Moor, in 
groundless jealousy, to murder his gentle and innocent wife. 
The whole tragedy displays to magniticent advantage the dra- 
matist’s fully matured powers. An unfaltering equilibrium 
is maintained in the treatment of plot and characters alike., 
Cinthio made the perilous story of ‘ Measure for 
Measure ’ the subject not only of a romance, but of 
tragedy called ‘ Epitia.’ Before Shakespeare wrote his play, 
Cinthio’s romance had been twice rendered into English by 
George Whetstone. Whetstone had not only given a some- 
what altered version of the Italian romance in his unwieldy 
play of ‘Promos and Cassandra’ (in two parts of five acts each, 
1578), but he had also freely translated it in his collection 
of prose tales, ‘ Heptameron of Civil Discource^’ (1582). 
Yet there is every likelihood that Shakespeare also knew 
Cinthio’s play, which, unlike his romance, was untranslated ; 
the leading character, who is by Shakespeare christened 
Angelo, was known by another name to' Cinthio in his 
story, but Cinthio in his play (and not in his novel) gives 
the character a sister named Angela, which doubtless sug- 
gested Shakespeare’s designation. In the hands of Shake- 
speare’s predecessors the tale is a sordid record of lust and 
cruelty. But Shakespeare prudently showed scant respect 
for their handling of the narrative. By diverting the course 
of the plot at a critical point he not merely proved his artistic 
ingenuity, but gave dramatic dignity anti moral elevation 
to a degraded and repellent theme. In the old versions 
Isabella yields her vfrtue as the price of her brother’s life. 
The central fact of Shakespeare’s play is Isabella’s inflex- 
ible and unconditional chastij;y. Others of Shakespeare’s 
alterations, like the Duke’s abrupt proposal to marry Isabella, 
seem hastily conceived. But his creation of the pathetic 
character of Mariana ‘of the moated grange’ — the legally 
affianced bride of Angelo, Isabella’s would-be seducer*^skil- 
fully excludes the possibility of a settlement (as in*the old 
stories) between Isabella and Angelo on terms of marriage. 
Shakespearl’s argument is throughout philosophically subtle. 
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The poetic eloquence in which Isabella and the Duke pay 
hqmage to the virtue of chastity, and the many exj)ositions 
ftf the corruption with which unchecked sexual passion 
threatens society, alternate with coarsely comic interludes 
^ich suggest the vanity of seeking to efface natural instincts 
by the co(|rcionof law. 'hhere is little in the play that seems 
designed to recommend it*to the Court before which it was 
first performed. But the two emphatic references to* a 
ruler’s dislike of mobs, despite his love of his people, were 
perhaps penned in deferential allusion to James I, whose 
korro^ of crowds was notorious. In act i. sc. i. 67-72 the 
Duke remarks ; 

I love the ]K‘ople, 

But do not like to stage me to their eyes. 

Though it do well, 1 do not relish well 
Their lowd af)plause and aves vehement. 

Nor do I think the man of safe discretion 
That does affect it. 

Of like tenor is the succeeding speech of Angelo (act ii. 
sc. iv. 27-^0) : 

The general [i.c. the public], subject to a well-wish’d king, . . . 

Crowd to his presence, where their untaught love 

Must neeck) appear offence. 

In ‘ Macbeth*’ his ‘great epic drama,’ which he began in < Mac- 
1605 and completed next year, Shakespeare employed a keth.* 
setting wholly in harmony with the accession of a Scottish 
king. The story was drawn from Ilolinshed’s ‘ Chronicle of 
Scottish History,’ with occasional reference, perhaps, to 
earlier Scottish sources. The supernatural machinery of 
the three witches accorded with the King’s superstitious 
faith in demonolo^ ; the dramatist lavished his sympathy 
on Banquo, Jame?s ancestor ; while Macbeth’s vision of 
kings who carry ‘twofold balls and treble sceptres’ (iv. 
i. 20) plain^ adverted to the union of Scotland with England 
and Ireland under James’s sway. The allusion by the 
porter (ii. ii*i. 9) to the ‘ equvvocator . . . who committed 
treason ’ was perhaps suggested by the notorious defcrice of 
th^ doctrine of equivocation made by the Jesuit Henry 
Garnett, who w’as executed early in 1606 for his share in 
the ‘Gunpowder Plot.’ The piece was not printed until 
1623. ft is in its existing shape by far the shortest of all 
Shakespeare’s tragedies (‘ Hamlet ’ is nearly twice as long), 
and it is possible that it survives only in an Abbreviated 
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acting version. Much scenic elaboration characterised the 
production. J.)r. Simon h'orman witnessed a pcrformai?,ce 
of the tragedy at the Globe in April 1610, andr noted tha^ 
Macbeth and Banquo entered the stage on horseback, and 
that Banquo’s ghost was materially represented (iii. iv. ^ 
seq.) Like ‘ Othello,’ the play ranks with the Tioblert tragedies 
either of the modern or the ancient world. The characters 
of hero and heroine— -Macbeth and his wife — are depicted 
with the utmost subtlety and insight, In three points 
‘ Macbeth ’ differs somewhat from others of Shakespeare’s 
productions in the great class of literature to which it 
belongs. The interweaving with the tragic story of super- 
natural interludes in which Tate is weirdly j)ersonified is 
not exactly matched in any other of Shakespeare’s tragedies. 
In the second place, the action proceeejs with a rapridity that 
is wholly without parallel in the rest of Shakespeare’s i)lays. 
Nowhere, moreover, has Shakespeare introduced comic relief 
into a tragedy with bolder effect than in the porter’s speech 
after the murder of Duncan (ii. iii. t seq.) The theory that 
this passage was from another hand does not merit accept- 
ance. It cannot, however, be overlooked that the second 
scene of the first act - Duncan’s interview with the ‘ bleed- 
ing sergeant ’ — falls so far below the style of the rest of the 
play as to suggest that it was an interpolation by a hack of the 
theatre. The resemblances between Thomas Middleton’s 
later i)lay of ‘The Witch ’(1610) and i)ortions of ‘ Macbeth ’ 
may safely be ascribed to plagiarism on Middleton’s part. Of 
two songs which, according to the stage directions, were to be 
sung during the representation of ‘Macbeth’ (111. v. and 
IV. i.), only the first line of each is noted there, but songs 
beginning with the .same lines are set out yi full in Middleton’s 
play ; they were jirobably by Middleton, and were inter- 
polated by actors in a stage version of ‘ Macbeth ’ after its 
original production.*^ ' 

‘ King ‘ Liing Lear,’ in which Shakespeare’s tragic genius moved 

Lear.’ without any faltering on Titanic heights, was written during 
1606, and was produced before the Court at Whitehall on 
the night of December 26 of that year — a fact stated on 
the title-page of the quartos. Fdeven months later, on 
November 26, 1607, two undistinguished stationers', John 
Busby and Nathaniel Butter, obtained a license for the 
publication of the great tragedy, and Nathaniel Butter pub- 
lished a qfiarto edition in the following year (1608). This 
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was defaced by many gross typographical errors. Some of 
the sheets v^re never subjected to any correction of the 
pness. The pu*blisher, Butter, endeavoured to make some 
reparation 4 or the carelessness of the edition by issuing a 
^cond (piarto, which was designed to free the text of the 
most obvious incoherences of the first quarto. But the 
effort wa5i not Successful. Uncorrected sheets disfigured 
the second quarto little less conspicuously than the fir»st. 
'J'hc first quarto is that in which vShakespeare’s surname is 
sj^elt on the title-page ‘ Shak-speare/ and Butter gives his 
full address ‘at the signe of the Bide Bull ncerc St. Austin's 
tlate.i The title-page of the second (]uarto gives the sur- 
name as ‘ Sliakespeare,’ and Butter’s name appears without 
flny address. In the First h'olio the play was printed from 
a text different to that followed in the quartos, and the 
Folio fii^t supplied *a satisfactory version of the play. Take 
its immediate predecessor, ‘Macbeth,’ the tragedy of ‘King 
1 .ear ’ was mainly founded on I lolinshed’s ‘ Clironicle.’ 'I’he 
leading theme had been dramatised as early as 1593, but 
Shakespeare’s attention was no doubt directed to it by the 
publicaticfii of a crude dramatic adaptation of Holinshed’s 
version i^i 1605 underthe title of ‘'JTe True Chronicle History 
of King I .eir and his three Daughters (lonorill, Ragan, and 
(kirdella.’ ?>hal;cspeare did not adhere closely to his origi- 
nal. He invested the tale of Fear with a hopelessly tragic 
('onclusion, and on it he grafted the etiually distressing talc 
of (Tlouccster and his two sons, which he drew from .Sidney’s 
‘Arcadia.’ Sidney tells the story in a chapter entitled ‘I’he 
pitiful state and story of the Ikaphlagonian unkind king and 
his blind son ; first related by the son, then by his blind 
father’ (bk. ii. chap, to, ed. 1590, qto ; pp. 132-3, ed. 1674, 
fol.) 1 1 in ts for tl-y.' speeches of ICdgar when feigning mad- 
ness were drawn from Harsnet’s ‘ Declaration of Popish 
Impostures,’ 1603. Jn every act of ‘^Lear’ the \nty and 
terror of winch tragedy is capable reach their climax. Only 
one who has something of the Shakespearean gift of lan- 
guage could adequately chameterise the scenes of agony— 

‘ ^le living martyrdom to which the fiendish ingratitude 
of his daughters condemns the abdicated king- ‘a very 
foolish, fond old man, fourscore and u{)ward.’ The ele- 
mental passions burst forth in his utterances with all the 
vehemence of the volcanic tempest which beats about his 
defenceless head in the scene on the heath. |The brutal 
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blinding of Gloucester by Cornwall exceeds in horror any 
other situation that Shakespeare created, if wer. assume that 
he was not responsible for the like scenes of mutilation nij 
‘ Titus Andronicus.' At no point in ‘ Lear ’ is there any 
loosening of the tragic tension. The faithful half-witt^ 
lad who serves the king as his fool plays the jesting chorus 
on his master’s- fortunes in penetrating earnest arfd deepens 
the desolating pathos. 

‘ Timon of Although Shakespeare’s powers showed no sign of ex- 

Athens.’ haiistion, he reverted in the year following the colossal 
effort of ‘ Lear ’ (1607) to his earlier habit of collaboration, 
and with another’s aid composed two dramas — * Timon of 
Athens’ and ‘Pericles.’ An extant play on the subject of 
‘Timon of Athens’ was composed in 1600, but there i? 
nothing to show that Shakespeare and his coadjutor were 
acquainted with it. They doubtless dodved a parf of their 
story from Painter’s ‘ Palace of Pleasure,’ and from a short 
digression in Plutarch’s ‘Life of Marc Antony,’ where 
Antony is described as emulating the life and example of 
‘Timon Misanthropes the Athenian.’ The dramatists may, 
too, have known a dialogue of Lucian entitled' ‘ Timon,’ 
which Boiardo had previously converted into a comedy 
under the name of ‘ II d'imone.’ Internal evidence makes 
it clear that Shakespeare’s colleague was responsible for 
nearly the whole of acts iii. and v. But the character of 
Timon himself and all the scenes which he dominates are 
from Shakes[)eare’s ])en. Timon is cast in the mould of Lear, 

‘ Pericles.’ There seems some ground for the belief that Shake- 
speare’s coadjutor in ' Timon ’ was George Wilkins, a 
writer of ill-developed dramatic power, who, in ‘ The 
Miseries of Paiforced Marriage’ (1607), first treated the 
story that afterwards served for the plot of ‘The Yorkshire 
Tragedy.’ At any rate, AVilkins may safely be credited 
with ])ortions of ‘ Pericles,’ a romantic play which can be 
referred to the same year as ‘Timon.’ Shakespeare con- 
tributed only acts iii. and v. and parts ofiv., which together 
form a self-contained wholc/and do not combine satis- 
factorily with the remaining scenes. The presence of :;a 
third hand, of inferior merit to Wilkins, has been suspected, 
and to this collaborator (perhaps William Rowley, pro- 
fessional reviser of plays who could show capacity on 
' occasion) are best assigned the three scenes of purposeless 

coarseness ^hich take plage in or before a brothel (iv. ii., 
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V, and vi.) From so distributed a responsibility the piece 
naturally suffers. It lacks homogeneity, and the story is 
bdpcd out by dumb shows and prologues before the acts. 
But a matured felicity of expression characterises Shake- 
own contributions, narrating the romantic quest 
of Pericles for his daughtp Marina, who was born in a 
shipwrcck^and then separaited from him. At many points 
in the piece the dramatist anticij)ated his latest drama-tic 
effects. The shipwreck is depicted (iv. i.) as impres- 
sively as in the ‘Tempest,' and Marina and her mother 
Thaisa enjoy many experiences in common with Perdita 
and Wennione in the ‘Winter’s dale.' d'hc prologues, 
which were not by Shakespeare, were spoken by an 
actor representing the mediccval poet John (lower, who in 
the fourteenth century had versified I'ericles's story in his 
‘ Confessio Arnantw ’ under the title of ‘Apollonius of 
Tyre.' It is also found in a prose translation (from the 
French), which was i)rintcd in Lawrence 'I'wyne's ‘ Pat- 
terne of Painfull Adventures’ in 1576, and again in 1607. 
After the play was pro(lu{:ed, Oeorge Wilkins, one of the 
alleged cdhdjutors, based on it a novel called ‘The Painful 
Adventuies of Pericles, ITynce of 'lyre, being the True 
History of the IMay of Pericles as it was lately presented by 
the worthy and ancient Poet, John (lower’ (1608). The 
publisher Edward Blount, who subsecjiiently took a chief 
part in the production of I lie h'irst P'olio, obtained a license 
for the publication of ‘Pericles’ on May 20, 1608. 

‘Pericles’ was, however, actually published for the first 
time in a very mangled form by Henry (losson, of I'ater- 
noster Row, in 1609. 'Phe bombastic form of title shows 
that Shakespeare had no hand in the publication. 'Phe 
title-page runs :'‘'fhe late. And much admired Play, called 
Pericles, Prince of Tyre. With the true Relation of the 
whole Plistprie, adventures, and fortunes of the said Prince : 
As also, "Phe no lesse strange, and worthy accidents, in the 
Birth and Ijfe, of his Daughter Marina. As it hath been 
diners and sundry times acted by his Maiesties scruants at 
th« (dobc on the Banck-side. By William .Shakespeare. 
Imprinted at London for Plenry Gosson, and are to be sold 
at tlm^signe of the Sunne in Pater noster row, 1609.’ A 
second odition, without revision, followed within a year, and 
it was reprinted in 1611, 1619, 1630, and 1635. ‘ Pericles’ 

was not included in Shakespeare’s collected works till 1664. 
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‘Antony On the same day (May 20, 1608) that Edward Blount 
and Cleo- obtained his license for the issue of ‘ Pericles^ he secured 
patra. Stationers' Company a second Wcense, by 

authority of Sir (George Buc, the licenser of pTa,ys, for the 
publication of a far more impressive piece of literature 
‘booke called “Anthony and Cleopatra.”’ No copy of 
this date is known, and once aggin the companj^ probably 
hindered the publication. The play was first printed in the 
Folio of 1623. I’he source of the tragedy is die life of 
Antonins in North's ‘ Plutarch.' Shakespeare closely 
followed the historical narrative, and assimilated not merely 
its temper, but, in the first three acts, much of its plmiseo- 
logy. A few short scenes are original, but there is no 
detail in such a passage, for example, as Enobarbus^ 
gorgeous description of the pageant of Cleopatra’s voyage 
uj) the (b'dnus to meet Antony (ii. ii. 1194 seq.), which is 
not to be matched in Plutarch. In the fourth and fifth 
acts Shakespeare’s method changes and he expands his 
material with magnificent freedom. The whole theme is in 
his hands instinct with a dramatic grandeur which lifts into 
sublimity even Cdeo[)atra’s moral worthlessness’ and An- 
tony’s criminal infatuation. The terse and caustic com- 
ments winch Antony’s level-headed friend Knob/irbus, in the 
role of chorus, i)asses on the action accentuate its signifi- 
cance. Into the smallest as into the greatest personages 
Shakes; )care breathed all his vitalising fire. The ‘happy 
valiancy ’ of the style, too — to use Coleridge’s admirable phrase 
— sets the tragedy very near the zenith of Shakespeare’s 
achievement, and while differentiating it from ‘Macbeth,’ 
‘Othello,’ and ‘Tear,’ renders it a very formidable rival. 

‘ Cork)- ‘ (kjriolanus ' (first printed from a singularly bad text in 

lanus.’ 1623) similarly owes its origin to the biography of the hero 
in North’s ‘ Plutarch,’ although Shakespeare may have first 
met his story in P^xinter’s ‘Jkilace of Pleasure/ (No. iv.) 
He again adhered to the text of Plutarch with the utmost 
literalness, and at times — ^even in the great crises pf the action 
— repeated North’s translationVord for word. The whole of 
Coriolanus’s great speech on offering his services «to 
Aufidius, the Volscian general (iv. v. 71-107), which begins — 

My name is Caius Marcius, who hath done 
To llioe partioularly and to all the Volsccs, 

Great hurt and mischief ; thereto witness may 
Myijsurname, Coriolanus , . 
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closely follows Coriolanus’s speech in North’s translation 
of Plutarch, * which opens : ‘ I am Cains Martius, who 

^efth done to thyself particularly, and to all the Volsces 
generally, ^eat hurt and mischief, which 1 cannot deny for 
Jttjy surname of Coriolanus that I bear.’ Similarly Volumnia’s 
stirring appeal to her son gnd her son’s proffer of submis- 
sion, in a(?t V. sc. iii. 94 193, reproduce with equal literal- 
ness North’s rendering of Plutarch. ‘ If we held our pea^e, 
my son,’ * Voluinnia begins in North, ‘ the state of our 
raiment would easily betray to thee what life we have led 
at home since thy exile and abode a])road ; but think now 
with ^lyself,’ and so on. I'he first sentence of Shake- 
speare’s speech runs : 

Slioukl we be silent and not speak, oiir raiment 

And state of bodies would bewray what life 

We have led sftiee iby exile. Think with thyself . , . 

But the humorous scenes in ^ Coriolanus ’ arc wholly of 
Shakespeare’s invention, and the course of the narrative 
was at times slightly changed for purposes of dramatic 
effect. The metrical characteristics prove the play to have 
been written about the same period as ‘ Antony and Cleo- 
patra,’ probably in 1609. In its austere temper it con- 
trasts at all |)oints with its predecessor. The courageous 
self-reliance of Coriolanus’s mother, Volumnia, is severely 
contrasted with the submissive gentleness of Virgilia, Corio- 
lanus’s wife. The hero falls a victim to no sensual flaw, 
but to unchecked pride of caste, and there is a searching 
irony in the emphasis laid on the ignoble temiJer of the 
rabble, who procure his overthrow. By way of foil, the 
speeches of Menenius give dignified expression to the 
maturest political wisdom. The dramatic interest through- 
out is as single and as unflaggingly sustained as in 
‘ Othello.’ 


K 
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xiir 

THE LATEST PLAYS 

The latest In ^Cymbeline/ ‘The Winter’s Tale/ and ‘The Tempest/ 

plays. the three latest plays that came from his unaided peli, 
Shakespeare dealt with romantic themes which all end 
happily, but he instilled into them a pathos which seVs 
them in a category of their own apart alike from comedy 
and tragedy. The placidity of tone ^nspicuous* in these 
three plays (none of which was published in his lifetime) 
has been often contrasted with the storm and stress of the 
great tragedies that preceded them. But the commonly 
accepted theory that traces in this change of tone a corre- 
sponding development in the author’s own emotions ignores 
the objectivity of Shakespeare’s dramatic work. AH phases 
of feeling lay within the scope of his intuition, and the 
successive order in which he approachpd them bore no 
ex[)licable relation to substantive incident in his private life 
or experience. In middle life, his temperament, like that 
of other men, acquired a larger measure of gravity and his 
thought took a profounder cast than characterised it in 
youth. The highest topics of tragedy were naturally more 
congenial to him, and were certain of a surer handling 
when he was nearing his fortieth birthday than at an earlier 
age. The serenity of meditative roipance was more in 
harmony with the fifth decade of his years than with the 
second or third. But no more direct or definite con- 
nection can be discerned between the progressive stages of 
his work and the progressive stages of his life.^ To seek in 
his biography for a chain ofi events which should be calcu- 
lated to stir in his own soul all or any of the tempestpous 
passions that animate his greatest plays is to under-estimate 
and to misapprehend the resistless might of his^ creative 
genius. 

In ‘ Cymbeline ’ Shakespeare freely adapted a fragment 
of Britislj history taken from Holinshed, interweaving with it 
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a story from Boccaccio^s ‘ Decameron * (day 2, novel ix.) 
(linevra, whijse falsely suspected chastity is the theme of the 
Jttilian novel, (Corresponds to Shakespeare’s Imogen. Her 
story is als 3 told in the tract called ‘ Westward for Smelts,* 
^w]jich had already been laid under contribution by Shake- 
speare in the ‘ Merry WivesV The by-plot of the banishment 
of the Ic^Id, Belarius, wh® in revenge for his expatriation 
kidnapped the king’s young sons and brought them up wnth 
him in t?tie recesses of the mountains, is Shakespeare’s 
invention. Although most of the scenes are laid in Britain 
in the first century before the ('hristian era, there is no 
prete;%ce of historical vraisemblance. With an almost 
ludicrous inappropriateness the British king’s courtiers make 
merry with technical terms peculiar to Calvinistic theology, 
like ‘grace* and ‘election.’ In i. i. 13^-7 Imogen is 
described as ‘past grace’ in the theological sense. In i. ii. 
30-31 the Second Lord remarks : ‘ If it be a sin to make a 
true election, she is damned.’ The action, which, owing to 
the combination of three threads of narrative, is exception- 
ally varied and intricate, wholly belongs to the region of 
romance.* On Imogen, who is the central figure of the [)lay, 
Shakespciare lavished all the fiscination of his genius. She 
is the crowp and flower of his conception of tender and 
artless womanhood. Her husband Posthumus, her rejected 
lover Cloten, her would-be seducer lachimo are contrasted 
with her and with each other with consummate ingenuity. 
The mountainous retreat in which Belarius and his fascinat- 
ing boy-companions play their part has points of resem- 
blance to the Forest of Arden in ‘As You Like It;’ but 
life throughout ‘Cymbeline’ is grimly earnest, and the 
mountains nurture little of the contemplative (juiet which 
characterises existence in the Forest of Arden. The play 
contains the splendid lyric ‘ Fear no more the heat of the 
sun ’ (iv. ii, 258 seq.) The ‘ pitiful mummery ’ of the vision 
of Posthumus (v. iv. 30 seq.) must have been supplied by 
another hand. Dr. Forman, the astrologer who kept notes 
of some of his experiences a playgoer, saw ‘Cymbeline ’ 
acted either in 1610 or 16 ii. 

‘ The Winter’s Tale ’ was seen by Dr. Forman at the 
Globe, ^n May 15, 16 ii, and it appears to have been acted 
at court, on November 5 following. Camillo*s reflections 
(i. ii. 358) on the ruin that attends those who ‘struck 
anointed kings ’ have been regarded, not quite ^inclusively, 


‘ Cymbe- 
line.’ 
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as specially designed to gratify James I. The piece is based 
upon Greene’s popular romance which was called ‘ Pandosto ’ 
in the first edition of 1588, and in numerouj^ later cditioifs,* 
but was ultimately in 1648 re-christened ‘ Dftrastus and 
Fawnia/ Shakespeare followed Greene, his early foe, 
allotting a seashore to J^ohemia— an error over which } 3 en 
Jonson and many later critics have made merry. A few 
lines were obviously drawn from that story of l>occaccip 
with which Shakespeare had dealt just before in ‘ ("yrnbeline.’ 
But Shakespeare created the high-spirited Paulina and the 
thievish pedlar Autolyciis, whose seductive roguery has 
become proverbial, and he invented the reconciliat^n of 
Leontes, the irrationally jealous husband, with Hermione, 
his wife, whose dignified resignation and forbearance lend 
the story its intense pathos. In the boy Mamilius the poet 
depicted childhood in its most attractfv’e guise, while the 
courtshij) of Florizel and I^erdita is the perfection of gentle 
romance. The freshness of the pastoral incident surpasses 
that of all Shakespeare’s presentations of country life. 

. The ‘ Tempest ’ was probably the latest drama that 

Tempest.’ Shakespeare completed. In the summer of id'oc; a fleet 
bound for Virginia, under the command of Sir George 
Somers, was overtaken by a storm off the West Indies, and 
the admiral’s ship, the ‘ .Sea- Venture,’ was driven on the 
coast of the hitherto unknown Bermuda Isles. There they 
remained ten months, pleasurably impressed by the mild 
beauty of the climate, but sorely tried by the hogs which 
overran the island and by mysterious noises which led them 
to imagine that spirits and devils had made the island 
their home. Somers and his men were given up for lost, 
but they escaped from Bermuda in two boats of cedar to 
Virginia in May 1610, and the news of their adventures and 
of their safety was carried to England by some of the seamen 
in September i6io.< The sailors’ arrival created .yast public 
excitement in London. At least five accounts were soon 
published of the shipwreck and of the mysterious island, 
previously uninhabited by man, which had proved the salva- 
tion of the expedition. ‘ A Discovery of the Bermudas, 
otherwise called the He of Divels,^ written by Sylvester 
Jourdain or Jourdan, one of the survivors, appeared as early 
as October. A second pamphlet describing the disaster was 
is.sued by the Council of the Virginia Company in December, 
and a thir^ by one of the leaders of the expedition, Sir 
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Thomas Gajes. Shakespeare, who mentions the ‘ still vexed 
IJprmoothes’ (i. i. 229), incorporated in ‘The Tempest’ 
*many hint# from Jourdain, Gates, and the other pamphle- 
^tcers. The references to the gentle climate of the island on 
^ which Prospero is cast away, and to the spirits and devils 
that infested it,' seem to fender its identification with the 
newly discovered Bermudas unquestionable. But Shake- 
speare incorporated the result of study of other books of 
travel. Tfie name of the god Setebos whom Caliban 
w'orships is drawn from Eden’s translation of Magellan’s 
^ Voyage to the South Pole’ (in the ‘ Historie of Travell,’ 
1577)) where the giants of Patagonia are described as 
worshipping a ‘great devil they call Setebos.’ No source 
for the complete plot has been discovered, but the German 
writer, ^cob Ayrer, who died in 1605, dramatised a some- 
what similar story in ‘Die schone Sidea,’ where the 
adventures of Prospero, Ferdinand, Ariel, and Miranda are 
roughly anticipated. English actors were performing at 
Nuremberg, where Ayrer lived, in 1604 and 1606, and may 
have brought reports of the piece to Shakespeare. Or 
perhaps poth English and German plays had a common 
origin in some novel that has not yet been traced. Gonzalo’s 
description of an ideal commonwealth (11. i. 147 seq.) is 
derived from Florio’s translation of Montaigne’s essays 
(1603), while into Prospero’s great speech renouncing his 
practice of magical art (v. i. 33 57) Shakespeare wrought 
reminiscences of Golding’s translation of Medea’s invocation 
in Ovid’s ‘Metamorphoses’ (vii. [97-206). Golding’s 
rendering of Ovid had been one of Shakespeare’s best-loved 
books in youth. 

A highly ingej;iious theory, first suggested by Tieck, 
represents ‘The Tempest’ (which, excepting ‘The Comedy 
of Errors,’ is the shortest of ShakespeareJ^s plays) as a masque 
written to celebrate the marriage of Princess Elizabeth (like 
Miranda, an island-princess) with the Elector Frederick. 
This marriage took place oii’ February 14, 1612-13, and 
‘ The 'Pempest ’ formed one of a scries of nineteen plays 
wfiich were performed at the nuptial festivities in May 1613. 
But none of the other plays produced seem to have been 
new ; mfy were all apparently chosen because they were 
established favourites at Court and on the public stage, and 
neither in subject-matter nor language bore| obviously 
specific relation to the joyous occasion. But 1613 is, in 



134 


SHAKESPEARE^S LIFE AND WORK 


Fanciful 
intcrpif- 
lations of 
‘ The 
Tcmpu.st.’ 


fact, on more substantial ground far too late a (Jate to which 
to assign the composition of ‘ The Tempest.’ Accordiijg 
to information which was accessible to Malone, the play* 
had ‘ a being and a name ’ in the autumn of t6ti, and was 
no doubt written some months before. The plot, whidi*" 
revolves about the forcible exp\jlsion of a rulen from his 
dotiiinions, and his daughter’s wooing by the son of the 
usurper’s chief ally, is, moreover, hardly one that a shrewd 
playwright would deliberately choose as the setting of an 
official epithalamium in honour of the daughter of a monarch 
so sensitive about his title to the crown as James I. ^ • 

In the theatre and at court the early representations of 
‘ The Tempest ’ evoked unmeasured ap^plause. The success 
owed something to the beautiful lyrics which were dispersed 
through the play and had been set to music; by Robert Johnson, 
a lutenist in high repute. Harmonised scores of Johnson’s 
airs for the songs ‘ Full Fathom Five ’ and ‘ Where the Bee 
sucks,’ are preserved in Wilson’s ^ Cheerful Ayres or Ballads 
set for three voices,’ t66o. Like its predecessor ‘A Winter’s 
Tale,’ ‘The Tempest’ long maintained its first popularity 
in the theatre, and the vogue of the two pieces drew a 
passing sneer from Ben Jonson. In the Induction to his 
‘Bartholomew Fair,’ firsj acted in 1614^ he' wrote : ‘If 
there be never a servant-monster in the Fair, who can 
help it he [i.e. the author] says ? nor a nest of Antics. He 
is loth to make nature afraid in his plays like those that 
beget Tales, Tempests, and such like Drolleries.’ The 
‘ servant-monster ’ was an obvious allusion to Caliban, and 
‘the nest of Antics ’ was a glance at the satyrs who figure 
in the sheepshcaring feast in ‘A Winter’s Tale.’ 

Nowhere did Shakespeare give rein ^to his imagination 
with more imposing effect than in ‘The Tempest.’ As in 
‘ Midsummer Night’s Dream,’ magical or supernatural 
agencies are the mainsprings of the plot. But ' the tone is 
marked at all points by a solemnity and profundity of 
thought and sentiment which are lacking in the early comedy. 
The serious atmosphere has led critics, without much rea.son, 
to detect in the scheme of ‘ The Tempest ’ something more 
than the irresponsible play of poetic fancy. Many of the 
characters have been represented as the outcome of specu- 
lation respecting the lea.st soluble problems of human exist- 
ence. Little reliance should be placed on such inter- 
pretations. The creation of Miranda is the apotheosis in 
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literature of tender, ingenuous girlhood unsophisticated by 
social interAurse, but Shakespeare had already sketched 
tlfe outling^ of the portrait in Marina and Perdita, the 
youthful heroines respectively of ‘ Pericles ’ and ‘ A Winter’s 
Tale,’ and these two characters were directly developed from 
romantic stories of girl-priucesses, cast by misfortune on the 
mercies 01 nature, to which Shakespeare had recourse for 
the plots of the two plays. It is by accident, and not •by 
design, tfiat in Ariel appear to be discernible the capabilities 
of human intellect when detached from physical attributes. 

Ariel belongs to the same world as Puck, although he is 
delineated in the severer colours that were habitual to 
Shakespeare’s fully developed art. Caliban — Ariel’s anti- 
thesis — did not owe his existence to any conscious endeavour 
on Shajeespeare’s part to typify human nature before the 
evolution of mor^ sentiment. Caliban is an imaginary 
portrait, conceived with matchless vigour and vividness, of 
the aboriginal savage of the New World, descriptions of 
whom abounded in contemporary travellers’ speech and 
writings, and universally excited the liveliest curiosity. 

When Shakespeare wrote ‘Troilus and Cressida’ he had 
formed ^ome conception of a character of the Caliban tyj)e ; 
Thersites gays of Ajax (iii. iii. 264), ‘ He’s grown a very 
land-fish, languageless, a monster.’ In Prospero, the guid- 
ing providence of the romance of ‘The Tempest,’ who resigns 
his magic power in the closing scene, traces have been sought 
of the lineaments of the dramatist himself, who in this play 
probably bade farewell to the enchanted work of his life. 
Prospero is in the story a scholar-prince of rare intellectual 
attainments, whose engrossing study of the mysteries of 
science has given him command of the forces of nature. 

His magnaniuiofls renunciation of his magical faculty as 
soon as by its exercise he has restored his shattered fortunes 
is in perfect accord with the general ci)nception of his just 
and philosophical temper. Any other justification of his 
final act is» superfluous. , 

While there is every indication that in 16 ii Shakespeare Unfin- 
Aandoned dramatic composition, there seems little doubt ished 
that he left with the manager of his company unfinished 
drafts of more than one play which others were summoned 
at a later date to complete. His place at the head of the 
active dramatists was at once filled by John Fletcher, and 
Fletcher, with some aid possibly from his friend Philip 
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Massinger, undertook the working up of Shakespeare^s 
unfinished sketches. On September 9, 1653, the publisher 
Humphrey Moseley obtained a license for the p^blication*of 
a play which he described as ‘History of Cardenio, by 
The lost Fletcher and Shakespeare.’ This was probably identical* 

play of with the lost play, ‘ Cardenno,’. or ‘ Cardepna,’ which was 

cl Mi’o ’ twice acted at Court by Shakes|^are’s company in 1613 — 

c enio. in*May during the Princess Elizabeth’s marriage festivities, 

and on June 8 before the Duke of Savoy’s ambassador. 
Moseley, whose description may have been fraudulent, 
failed to publish the piece, and nothing is otherwise knowg 
of it with certainty ; but it was no doubt a dramatic \^rsion 
of the adventures of the lovelorn Cardenio which arg 
related in the first part of ‘ Don Quixote ’ (ch. xxiii.-xxxvii.) 
Cervantes’s amorous story, which first appeared in 4, English 
in Thomas Shelton’s translation in •1612, offers much 
incident in Fletcher’s vein. When Lewis Theobald, the 
Shakespearean critic, brought out his ‘ Double Falsehood, 
or the Distrest Lovers,’ in 1727, he mysteriously represented 
that the play was based on an unfinished and unpublished 
draft of a play by Shakespeare. The story of T^heobald’s 
piece is the story of Cardenio, although the characters are 
renamed. There is nothing in the play as published by 
Theobald to suggest Shakespeare’s hand. 'Dyce thought he 
detected in it traces of Shirley’s workmanship, but it was pos- 
sibly Theobald’s unaided invention. Theobald doubtless 
took advantage of a tradition that Shakespeare and Fletcher 
had combined to dramatise the Cervantic theme. 

‘Two ^Lwo other pieces, ‘The Two Noble Kinsmen’ and 

Noble ‘ Henry VHI,’ which are attributed to a similar partnership, 

Kins- survive. ‘ The Two Noble Kinsmen ’ was first printed in 

1634, and was written, according to the^iitl^-page, ‘by the 
memorable worthies of their time, Mr. John Fletcher and 
Mr. William Shakespeare, gentlemen.’ It was included in 
the folio edition of Beaumont and Fletcher’s works of 1679. 
On grounds alike of testhetic criticism and metrical tests, a 
substantial portion of the play* was assigned to Shakespeare 
by Charles Lamb, Coleridge, and Dyce. The last included 
it in his edition of Shakespeare, Coleridge detected Shake- 
speare’s hand in act i., act 11. sc. i., and act iii. sc. i. and ii. 
In addition to those scenes, act iv. sc. iii. and act v.*^ (except 
sc. ii.) were subsequently placed to his credit. Some recent 
critics assigp much of the alleged Shakespearean work to 
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Massinger, and they narrow Shakespeare’s contribution to 
the first sceife (with the opening song, ‘ Roses their sharp 
fpTnes beii^^ gone ’) and act v. sc. i. and iv. An exact 
partition is impossible, but frequent signs of Shakespeare’s 
•w^cjrkmanship arc unmistakable. All the passages for which 
Shakespeare cap on any •showing be held responsible 
develope me main plot, ^hich is drawn from Chaucer’s 
‘ Knight’s ^Tale ’ of Palamon and Arcite, and seems to ha^e 
been twice dramatised previously. A lost play, ‘ Palacinon 
and Arcyte,’ by Richard Edwardes, was acted at court 
ip 1566, and a second piece, called ‘Palamon and Arsett ’ 
(also Ibst), was purchased by Henslowe in 1594. The non- 
Siliakci.spearean residue of ‘ The Two Noble Kinsmen ’ is 
disfigured by indecency and triviality, and is of no literary 
value. ^ 

A like problem i.^ presented by ‘ Henry VII I.’ The play 
was nearly associated with the final scene in the history of 
that theatre which was identified with the triumphs of 
Shakespeare’s career. ‘ Henry VIII ’ was in course of per- 
formance at the Clobe Tlieatre on June 29, 1613, when the 
firing of some cannon incidental to the performance set fire 
to the pl!iyhousc, which was burned clown. The theatre 
was rebuilt next year, but the new fabric never acquired the 
fame of the old. ’Sir Henry Wotton, describing the disaster 
on July 2, entitled the piece that was in process of 
representation at the time as ‘All is True representing some 
principal pieces in the Reign of Henry VIII.’ Wotton 
adds ‘ that the piece was set forth with many extraordinary 
circumstances of Pomp and Majesty, even to the matting of 
the Stage ; the Knights of the Order, with their Georges 
and Gartens, the Guards with their embroidered Coats, and 
the like : suffic^t^in, truth within a while to make greatness 
very familiar, if not ridiculous. Now King Henry making 
a Masque at the Cardinal Wolsey's House, and certain 
Can[n]ons being shot off at his entry, some of the paper or 
Other stuff ^\ilerewith one of tl^em was stopped, did light on 
the Thatch, where being thought at first but an idle smoak, 
and their eyes more attentive to the show, it kindled 
inwardly, and ran round like a train, consuming within less 
than a« hour the whole House to the very grounds. This 
was the datal period of that vertuous fabrique ; wherein 
yet nothing did perish, but wood and straw and a few 
forsaken cloaks ; only one man had his breeches tet on fire, 


‘ Henry 
VIII.’ 


Burning of 
the Globe 
Theatre, 
June 29, 
1613. 



138 SHAKESPEARE'S LIFE AND WORK 


that would perhaps have broyled him, if he had not by the 
benefit of a provident wit put it out with bottl?[d] ale/ 

The play of ‘ Henry VIII ’ which is commgnly allotted 
to Shakespeare is loosely constructed, and the last act ill 
coheres with its predecessors. The whole resembles •air 
‘ historical masque/ It was fir^t printed ip the First Folio 
of Shakespeare’s works in 1623? but shows traces of more 
hands than one. The three chief characters— the king, 
Queen Katharine of Arragon, and Cardinal Wolsey— bear 
clear marks of Shakespeare’s best workmanship ; but only 
act I. sc. i., act ii. sc. iii. and iv. (Katharine’s trial), act ly. 
sc. ii. (except 11. 204 460), act v. sc. i., can on*^ either 
aesthetic or metrical grounds be confidently assigned to hit)). 
These portions may, according to their metrical charac- 
teristics, be dated, like the ‘Winter’s Tale,’ abgut i6ir. 
There are good grounds for assigning ftearly all the remain- 
ing thirteen scenes to the pen of Fletcher, with occasional 
aid from Massinger. Wolsey’s familiar farewell to Cromwell 
(ill. ii. 204 460) is the only passage the authorship of which 
excites really grave embarrassment. It recalls at every point 
the style of Fletcher, and nowhere that of Shakespeare. But 
the Fletcherian style, as it is here displayed, is invested with 
a greatness that is not matched elsewhere < in Fletcher’s 
work. That Fletcher should have exhibited such faculty 
once and once only is barely credible, and we are driven to 
the alternative conclusion that the noble valediction was by 
Shakespeare, who in it gave i)roof of his versatility by echo- 
ing in a glorified key the habitual strain of Fletcher, his 
colleague and virtual successor. James Spedding’s theory 
that Fletcher hastily completed Shakespeare’s unfinished 
draft for the special purpose of enabling the company to 
celebrate the marriage of Princess Elizabeliji, and the Elector 
Palatine, which took place on February 14, 1612-13, seems 
fanciful. DuringrMay 1613, according to an extant list, 
nineteen plays were produced at court in honour of 
the event, but ‘ Henry VIII ’ is not among* them. The 
conjecture that Massinger and Fletcher alone collaborated 
in ‘ Henry VIII ’ (to the exclusion of Shakespeare altogetSier) 
does not deserve serious consideration. 
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THE CLOSE OF LIFE 

T*me concluding years of Shakes{)carc’s life (i6ir- i6i6) 
were mainly passed at Stratford. It is probable that in 
i^ii he disposed of his shares in the (llobe and Blackfriars 
tlicatres. He owned none at the date of his death. But until 
i6t 4 he 4)aid frequent visits to London, where friends in 
sympathy with his work were alone to be found. His plays 
continued to form the staple of court performances. In 
May 1613, during the Princess Elizabeth\s marriage 
festivities, Heming, Shakespeare's former colleague, pro- 
duced at Whitehall no fewer than seven of his play.s, viz. 
* Much Ado,' ‘ Tempest,' ‘ Winter's Tale,' ‘ Sir John halstaff' 
(i.e. ‘ iVrefry Wives’), K)thello,' ‘ Julius Ccesar,’ and ‘Hot- 
spur ’ (doubfless * i Henry IV ’). Of his actor-friends, one 
of the chief, Augustine Phillips, had died in 1605, leaving 
by will ‘ to my fellowe, William Shakespeare, a thirty- 
shillings piece of gold.' With Buybage, Heming, and 
Condell his relations remained close to the end. Burbage, 
according to a poetic elegy, made his reputation by creating 
the leading parts in Shakespeare's greatest tragedies. 
Hamlet, Othello, and i.ear were roles in which he gained 
especial renown. But Burbage and Shakespeare were 
popularly credjtl^'^with co-operation in less solemn enter- 
prises. They were reputed to be companions in many 
•sportive adventures. The sole anecd>>te of Shakespeare 
that is positively known to have been recorded in his lifetime 
relates that 13 urbage, when pL'vying Richard HI, agreed with 
a lady in the audience to visit her after the performance ; 
Sliakespeare, overhearing the conversation, anticipated the 
actor’s visit, and met Burbage on his arrival with the quip 
that •William the Conqueror was before Richard the Third.’ 

SucR gossip possibly deserves little more acceptance 
than the later story, in the same key, which credits Shake- 
speare with the paternity of Sir William D'Avenant. The 
latter was baptised a^ Oxford on March 3, 1605, the son 


IMays al 
court in 
1613. 


Actor- 

friends. 



Final set- 
tlement at 
Stratford. 


Domestic 

affairs. 


140 SHAKESPEAREPS LIFE AND WORK 

of John D’Avenant, the landlord of the Crown Inn, where 
Shakespeare lodged in his journeys to and from Stratford. 
The story of Shakespeare’s parental relation to D’Avenant 
was long current in Oxford, and was at times complacently 
accepted by the reputed son. Shakespeare is knowrt to 
have been a welcome guest at John D’Avenant’a house, and 
another son, Robert, boasted of the kindly notice which the 
poet took of him as a child. It is safer to adopt the less 
compromising version which makes Shakespeare the god- 
father of the boy William instead of his father. ] 3 ut the 
antiquity and persistence of the .scandal belie the assqmption 
that Shakespeare was known to his contemporaries as a man 
of scrupulous virtue. Ben Jonson and Drayton -the latt^jr 
a AVarwickshirc man — .seem to have been Shakespeare’s 
closest literary friends in his latest yea^s. «" 

At Stratford, in the words of Nicholas Rowe, * the latter 
part of Shakespeare’s life was spent, as all men of good 
sense will wish theirs may be, in ease, retirement, and the 
conversation of his friends.’ He did not wholly abandon his 
interest in London affairs, but Stratford was his ^permanent 
home, from which he was rarely absent. As a resident in the 
town, he took a full share of social and civic responsibilities. 
On October 16, t6o8, he stood chief godfather to William, 
son of Flenry Walker, a mercer and alderman. On Septem- 
ber Ji, 1611, when he had finally settled in New Place, his 
name appeared in the margin of a folio page of donors 
(including all the principal inhabitants of Stratford) to a 
fund that was raised ‘towards the charge of prosecuting 
the bill in Parliament for the better repair of the highways.’ 

Meanwhile his own domestic affairs engaged some of his 
attention. Of his two surviving children — both daughters 
— the elder, Susanna, had married, on jSf^e 5, 1607, John 
Flail (1575-^1635), a rising physician of puritan leanings, 
and in the following February there was born the poet’s only 
granddaughter, Elizabeth Hall. On September 9, 1608, 
the poet’s mother was buried in the parish church, and on 
February 4, 1613, his third brother, Richard. On July j 5, 
1613, Mrs. Hall preferred, with her father’s assistance, a 
charge of slander against one Lane in the ecclesiastical 
court at Worcester ; the defendant, who had ap^Srently 
charged the lady with illicit relations with one Ralph Smith, 
did not appear, and was excommunicated. 

In the same year (1613), when on a short visit to 
London, Shakespeare invested a small sum of money in a 
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new property. This was his last investment in real estate 
He then purchased a house, the ground-floor of which was 
a^lmberdasher’s Shop, with a yard attached. It was situated 
within six htAidred feet of the Blackfriars Theatre — on the 
Oldest side of St. Andrew’s Hill, formerly termed Puddle Hill 
or I'uddle Dock Hill, in the near neighbourhood of what 
is now kno%^n asTreland Yard. The former owner, Henry 
W^ilker, a musician, had bought the property for 100/. in 
1604, Shitk^speare in 1613 agreed to pay him 140/. d’he 
deeds of conveyance bear the date of March 10 in that year. 
Next day, on March tt, vShakespeare executed another deed 
(now iM the British Museum) which stipulated that 60/. of 
the pyrehase-money was to remain on mortgage until the 
following Michaelmas. The money was unpaid at Shake- 
speare’s death. In both purchase-deed and mortgage- deed 
Shakespeare’s signature was witnessed by (among others) 
Henry Lawrence, ‘ servant ’ or clerk to Robert Andrewes, 
the scrivener who drew the deeds, and Lawrence’s seal, 
bearing his initials ‘ H. L.,’ was stamped in each case on 
the parchment-tag, across the head of which Shakespeare 
wrote his nftme. In all three documents — the two indentures 
and the mortgage -deed — Shakespeare is described as ‘of 
Stratford-on ^von, in the Countie of Warwick, Ccntleman.’ 
There is no reason to suppose that he acquired the house 
for his own residence. He at once leased the property to 
John Robinson, already a resident in the neighbourhood. 
But he retained the ownership till his death, and in the last 
year of his life joined some neighbouring owners as plaintiff 
in a chancery suit for the recovery of documents relating to 
his legal title in the estate. 

At the date of his purchase of the house in Blackfriars, 
Shakespeare wasfptfilling a small professional commission, 
which forms thi?latest extant testimony to his relationship 
alike with h^s intimate friend, Burbage, tlje great actor, and 
with the circle of courtiers, of which his patron, the Karl of 
Southampton, was the centre. Early in 1613, one of 
Southampton’s intimate friend.s;>the Earl of Rutland, engaged 
Shajeespeare and Burbage to design and execute for him 
an ‘impresa,’ or semi-heraldic pictorial badge with motto 
attached, which was intended to adorn the Earl’s armour and 
equipmeot at a great tournament at Whitehall on March 24 
or that year. Payment of 44.^. in gold was made to ‘Mr. 
Shakspeare ’ by the Earl of Rutland’s steward a yeek after 
that Jdate for the services that he had rendered, while 
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Burbage, who was an expert limner and painter, received 
the same sum for ‘ paynting and making ’ the device. Such 
work was not disdained by great men of letters of the day, 
and Shakespeare’s engagement in it was in ifarmony with 
contemporary practice. ^ 

With puritans and puritarysm Shakespeare was not in 
sympathy. His references to {fiiritans in the [ilays of his 
rfiiddle and late life are so uniformly discourteous that they 
must l^e judged to reflect his personal feeling. I’he discus- 
sion between Maria and Sir Andrew Aguccheek regarding 
Malvolio’s character in ‘Twelfth Night’ (ii. iii. 153 et seej.) 
runs : ‘ 

ARIA. Marry, sir, sometimes he is a kind of puritan. « ^ 

Sir Andrew. O ! if I thought that, I’d heat him like a dog. 

Sir Tory. What, for being a puritan? thy ox(juisile reason, dear 
knight. « ** 

Sir Andrew. I have no exquisite reason for ’t, lait 1 have reason 
good enough. 

In ‘Winter’s dale’ (iv. iii. 46) the Clown, after making 
contemptuous references to the character of the sliearers, 
remarks that there is ‘ but one puritan amongst tlfem, and he 
sings psalms to hornpipes.’ Shakespeare coi>!d hardly 
therefore have viewed with unvarying compospre the steady 
progress that puritanism was making among his fellow- 
townsmen. d'he town council of Stratford-on-Avon, whose 
meeting-chamber almost overlooked Shakespeare’s resi- 
dence of New Blacc, gave curious proof of their puritanic 
suspicion of the drama on February 7, 1612, when they 
passed a resolution that plays were unlawful and ‘ the 
sufferance of them against the orders heretofore made and 
against the example of other well-governed cities and 
borough.s,’ and the council was thercfiQm ‘content,’ the 
resolution ran, that ‘ the penalty of xs. imposed [on players 
heretofore] be x//.^hcnceforward.’ Nevertheles^s a preacher, 
doubtless of puritan proclivities, was entertained at Shake- 
speare’s residence, New Place, after delivering a sermon in 
the spring of 1614. The inbident might serve to illustrate 
Shakespeare’s characteristic placability, but his son-irwlaw 
Hall, who avowed sympathy with puritanism, was probably 
in the main responsible for the civility. « 

In July John Combe, a rich inhabitant of JBtratford, 
died and left 5/. to Shakespeare. The legend that Shake- 
speare al^nated him by composing some doggerel on his 
practice of lending money at ten or twelve per cent, seems 
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apocryphal, although it is quoted by Aubrey and accepted, 
with verbal modification, by Rowe. 'The lines as quoted 
by* Aubrey (jLiVes,’ ed. Clark, ii. 226) run : 

Ten-in-thc-hundred the Devil allows, 

But Combe will have twelve he sweares and he vowes ; 

If any man ask, who lies in this tomb ? 

Oh Ijho ! qfloth the De>4j1, ’tis my John-a-Combc. 

Shakespeare’s responsibility for the jingle is confuted hy 
the fact thal in one form or another it was widely familiar 
in Shakespeare’s lifetime, but was never ascribed to him. 
The first couplet in one version was printed in the 
epigraj^is by II[enry] P[arrot] in t6o8, and again in 
Camden’s ‘ Remaines ’ in 1614. The whole first appeared 
in Richard Brathwaite’s ‘Remains’ in r6i8 under the 
heading : ‘ Upon one John Combe of Stratford upon 
Aven, a 'notable Usurer, fastened upon a lombe that he 
had Caused to be built in his Life Time.’ 

Combe’s death involved Shakespeare more conspicuously 
than before in civic affairs. Combe’s heir William no sooner 
succeeded to his father’s lands than he, with a neighbouring 
owner, Arthur Mannering, steward of Lord chancellor Elles- 
mere (vnjIio was ex officio lord of the manor), attemj)ted to 
enclose the f;ommon fields, which l)elonged to the corpora- 
tion of Stratford,, about his estate at Welcombe. 'fhe cor- 
poration resolved to offer the scheme a stout resistance. 
Shakespeare had a twofold interest in the matter by virtue 
of his owning the freehold of 106 acres at Welcombe and Old 
Stratford, and as joint owner now with Thomas Greene, 
the town clerk of the tithes of Old Stratford, Welcombe, 
and Bishopton. His interest in his freeholds could not have 
been prejudicially affected, but his interest in the tithes might 
be depreciated^J^y the proposed enclosure. Shakespeare 
consequently jbined with his fellow-owner Greene in obtain- 
ing from Combe’s agent Replingham inpetober 1614 a deed 
indemnifying both against any injury they might suffer from 
the enclosure. But having thus secured himself against all 
possible loss, Shakespeare thifcw his influence into Combe’s 
scale. In November 1614 he was on a last visit to London, 
and Greene, whose official position as town clerk compelled 
him tp support the corporation in defiance of his private 
interests, visited him there to discuss the position of affairs. 
On December 23, 1614, the corporation in formal meeting 
drew up a letter to Shakespeare imploring him tj aid them. 
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veniences [to the corporation that] would happen by the 
enclosure.’ But although an ambiguous entuy of a later 
date (September 1615) in the few extant p^ges of GreeiYeJe 
ungrammatical diary has been unjustifiably tortured into an 
expression of disgust on Shakespeare’s part at Combe’s* 
conduct, it is plain that, in the spirit of his agreement with 
Combe’s agent, he continued to lend Combe tiis counte- 
nance. Happily Combe’s efforts failed, and the commgn 
lands remain unenclosed. * *' 

At the beginning of t6i6 Shakespeare’s health was 
failing. He directed Francis Collins, a solicitor of Warwick, 
to draft his will, but though it was prepared for signature on 
January 25, it was for the time laid aside. On February la 
i6t 6, Shakespeare’s younger daughter, Judith, marrieef, 
at Stratford parish church, Thomas Quiney, four j^ears her 
junior, a son of an old friend of the pi,ct. The ceremony 
took place ap{)arently without public asking of the banns 
and before a license was procured. The irregularity led to 
the summons of the bride and bridegroom to the ecclesias- 
tical court at Worcester and the imposition of a fine. Accord- 
Death. ing to the testimony of John Ward, the vicar, Shakespeare 
entertained at New Place his two friends, Michaeh* Drayton 
and Ben Jonson, in this same spring of T6i6,.and ‘had a 
merry meeting,’ but ‘ itt seems drank too hard, for Shake- 
speare died of a fcavour there contracted.’ A popular 
local legend, which was not recorded till 1762, credited 
Shakespeare with engaging at an earlier date in a prolonged 
and violent drinking bout at Bidford, a neighbouring 
village, but his achievements as a hard drinker may be 
dismissed as unproven. The cause of his death is un- 
determined, but probably his illness seemed likely to take 
a fatal turn in March, when he revised ai>d signed the will 
that had been drafted in the previous Janmhy. On Tues- 
day, April 23, he^ died at the age of fifty-two. (The 
date is in the old style, and is equivalent to May 3 in the 
new ; the great Spanish author Cervantes, whQse death is 
often described as simultanedus, died at Madrid ten days 
earlier — on April 13 in the old style, or April 23, i6i6,oin 
Burial. the new.) On Thursday, April 25 (O.S.), the poet was 
buried inside Stratford Church, near the northern ifrall of 
the chancel, in which, as part-owner of the tithes, and 
consequently one of the lay-rectors^ he had a right of 
interment.^ Hard by was the charnel-house, where bones 



THE CLOSE OF LIFE 


*45 


dug up from the churchyard were de[)Osited. Over the 
poet’s grave ^Ve^e inscribed the lines : 

Goot FRKND FOR IeSYS SAKE FORBEARE, 

TO DIGG HE DVST ENCLOASEO 1T:ARE : 

ByiST: JjE ^ MAN ^ SPARES TIES STONES, 

AND CVRST liE HE ? MOVES MY BONES. 

m 

According to one William Hall, who described a visit to 
Stratford in 1694, these verses were penned by Shakespeare 
to suit the capacity of clerks and sextons, for the most 
p'art a very ignorant set of people.’ Had this curse not 
threatened them, Hall proceeds, the sexton would not have 
hesitated in course of time to remove Shakespeare’s dust to 
‘the bone-house.’ As it was, the grave was made seven- 
teen feet deep, and was never opened, even to receive his 
wife, although she expressed a desire to be buried with her 
husband. 

Shakespeare’s will, the first draft of which was drawn up 
before January 25, t6i 6, received many interlineations and 
erasures Before it was signed in the ensuing March. 
Francis Collins, the solicitor of Warwick, and Thomas 
Russell, ‘esqiuer,’of Stratford, were the overseers; it was 
proved by John» fiall, the poet’s son-in-law and joint- 
executor with Mrs. Hall, in London on June 22 following. 
I'he religious exordium is in conventional phraseology, and 
gives no clue to Shakespeare’s personal religious opinions. 
What those opinions were, wc have neither the means nor 
the warrant for discussing. But while it is possible to quote 
from the plays many contemptuous references to the puri- 
tans and their doctrines, we may dismiss as idle gossip 
Davies’s irrespor^jbie report that ‘he dyed a papist.’ d'he 
name of vShakesY)eare’s wife was omitted from the original 
draft of the jvill, but by an interlineation jn the final draft 
she received his second best bed with its furniture. No 
other bequest was made her. Several wills of the period 
have been discovered in which"' a bedstead or other article 
of household furniture formed part of a wife’s inheritance, 
but none except Shakespeare’s is forthcoming in which a 
bed for^is the sole bequest. At the same time the precision 
with whioh Shakespeare’s will accounts for and assigns to 
otlier legatees every known item of his projierty refutes the 
conjecture that he had set aside any portion of^iit under 
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a previous settlement or jointure with a view to making in- 
dependent provision for his wife. Her right to a widow’s 
dower — i.e. to a third share for life in freehold estate— 
was not subject to testamentary disposition, but^Shakespeare 
had taken steps to prevent her from benefiting — at any rate 
to the full extent— by that legal arrangement. He nad 
barred her dower in the case of* his latest {)urclTlise of free- 
hold estate, viz. the house at Blackfriars. Such procedure 
is pretty conclusive proof that he had the intprrtion of ex- 
cluding her from the enjoyment of his possessions after his 
death. But, however plausible the theory that his relations 
with her were from first to last wanting in sympathy, it is itfi- 
probable that cither the slender mention of her in the will 
or the barring of her dower was designed by ShakespeaTe 
to makei)ublic his indifference or dislike. Local tradition 
subsequently credited her with a wish* to be buribd in his 
grave ; and her ei)itaph [proves that she inspired her 
daughters with genuine affection. rrol)ably her ignorance 
of affairs and the infirmities of age (she was past sixty) 
combined to unfit her in the poet’s eyes for the control of 
property, and prudence led him to commit her to the care 
of his elder daughter, who inherited, according to such 
information as is accessible, some of his owy shrewdness, 
and had a capable adviser in her husband. 

This elder daughter, Susanna Hall, was, according to the 
will, to become mistress of New Place, and practically of 
all the poet’s estate. She received (with remainder to her 
issue in strict entail) New Place, all the land, barns, and 
gardens at and near Stratford (except the tenement in 
Chapel Lane), and the house in Blackfriars, London, while 
she and her husband were appointed executors and 
residuary legatees, with full rights over ©^ly all the poet’s 
household furniture and personal belon^ngs. To their 
only child and Jhe testator’s granddaughter, or ‘ niece,’ 
Elizabeth Hall, was beciueathed the poet’s plate, with the 
exception of his broad silver and gilt bowl, which was 
reserved for his younger daughter, Judith. To his younger 
daughter he also left, with the tenement in Chapel l^ne 
(in remainder to the elder daughter), 150/. in money, of 
which 100/., her marriage portion, was to be pai^ within 
a year, and another 1 50/. to be paid to her if alive t^ree years 
after the date of the will. To the poet’s sister, Joan Hifrt, 
whose husband, William Hart, predeceased the testator by 
only six days, he left, besides a contingent reversionary 
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interest in Judith’s pecuniary legacy, his wearing apparel, 

20/. in money, a life interest in the Henley Street property, 
wi^ 5/. for each of her three sons, William, Thomas, and 
Xlichael. Ik) the poor of Stratford he gave to/., and to Mr. 
h'homas Combe (apparently a brother of William, of the 
enclosure controversy) his sword. 'I'o each of his Strat- 
ford friends, Hamlett Sadl^, William Reynoldes, Anthony Legacies 
Nash, and John Nash, and to each of his ‘ fellows ’ (i.e. to friends 
th*eatrical colleagues in London), John Homing, Richard 
Burbage, and Henry Condell, he left xxvji*. viijV/., with 
which to buy memorial rings. His godson, William Walker, 
received ^ xx ’ shillings in gold. 

Before 1623 an elaborate monument, by a London The 
sculptor of Dutch birth, (icrard Johnson, was erected to tomb. 
Shakespeare’s memory in the chancel of the parish church. 

As early as 1623, Leonard Digges, in commendatory verses 
before the First Folio, wrote that Shakespeare’s works would 
be alive 

[When] Time dissolves thy Slralfonl monument. 

The tomb includes a half-length bust, depicting the 
dramatist on the point of writing. The fingers of the right 
hand arc disposed as if holding a pen, and under the left 
hand lies a c^uarto sheet of paper. I’he inscription, which 
was apparently by a London friend, runs : 

Judicio I’ylium, genio Socralem, arte Maronem, 

Terra tegit, populus ma*rcl, Olympus hahet. 

Stay passenger, why goes! thou hy so fast ? 

Read, if thou canst, whom envious death hath plast 
Within this monument ; .Shakspeare with whome 
Quick nature dide ; whose name doth deck ys tombe 
Far more than cost ; sith all yt he hath writt 
Leaves livF^^rt but page to serve his witt. 

Obiit ano.'cToi 1616 /Ftalis 53 Die 23 Aj). 

At the opening of Shakespeare’s carct^r Chettle wrote of Personal 
his ‘ civil demeanour ’ and of the reports of ‘ his ui)rightness character, 
of dealing wnich argues his honesty.’ In 1601^ — when near 
the zenith of his fame — he was apostrophised as ‘ sweet 
Master Shakespeare ’ in the play of ‘ The Return from 
Parnassus,’ and that adjective was long after associated with 
his naSjQe. In 1604 one Anthony Scoloker in a poem 
called ‘ Daiphantus ’ bestowed on him the epithet ^ friendly.’ 

After the .close of his career Jonson wrote of him : ‘ I 
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loved the man and do honour his memory, on this side 
idolatry as much as any. He was, indeed, honest and of an 
open and free nature.’ John Webster, the -dramatist, m^de 
vague reference in the address before his * Wiite Divel ’ m 
1612 to ‘ the right happy and copious industry of M. Shakc-^ 
speare, M. Decker, and M. Heywood.’ No other contem- 
porary left on record any definite impressioi-w of Shake- 
speare’s personal character, and the ‘ Sonnets,’ which alone 
of his literary work can beheld to throw any illundnation bn 
a personal trait, mainly reveal him in the light of one who 
was w'illing to conform to all the conventional methods in 
vogue for strengthening the bonds between a poet^and*a 
great patron. His literary practices and aims were those 
of contemporary men of letters, and the difference In tlfe 
quality of his work and theirs was due not to conscious 
endeavour on his part to act otherwise J;han they, but to the 
magic and involuntary working of his genius. He seemed 
unconscious of his marvellous superiority to his professional 
comrades, 'bhe references in his will to his fellow-actors, 
and the spirit in which (as they announce in the First Folio) 
they approached the task of collecting his worLs after his 
death, corroborate the description of him as a sympathetic 
friend of gentle, unassuming mien. The later traditions 
brought together by Aubrey depict him as’ ‘ very good 
company, and of a very ready and pleasant smooth wit,’ and 
there is much in other early posthumous references to 
suggest a genial, if not a convivial, temperament, linked to a 
quiet turn for good-humoured satire. But Bohemian ideals 
and modes of life had no genuine attraction for Shakespeare. 
His extant work attests his ‘copious’ and continuous 
industry, and with his literary power and sociability there 
clearly went the shrewd capacity of man of business. 
Pope had just warrant for the surmise tha?^ 

For gaii^not glory winged his roving flight, 

And grew immortal in his own despite. 

His literary attainments and successes were chigfly valued as 
serving the prosaic end of providing permanently for him- 
self and his daughters. His highest ambition was to restore 
among his fellow-townsmen the family repute which his 
father’s misfortunes had imperilled. Ideals so hon:^ly are 
reckoned rare among poets, but Chaucer and SirWalter 
Scott, among writers of exalted genius, vie with Shakespeal'e 
in the sobriety of their personal aims and in the sanity of 
their mental attitude towards life’s ordinary incidents. 
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XV 

SURVIVORS AND DESCENDANIS 

Shakespeare’s widow died on August 6, 1623, at the age 
orsixty-seven, and was buried near her husband inside the 
chancel two days later. Some affectionately phrased I.atin 
elegiacs — doubtless from Dr. Hall’s pen-— were inscribed on 
a brass plate fastened to the stone above her grave. The 
words run : ‘ Heere lyeth interred the bodye of Anne, wife 
of Mr. William Shakespeare, who depted. this life the 6th 
day of August, 1623, being of the age of 67 yeares. 

Vbera, tu, mater, tu lac vitamq. dedisti, 

V‘ie mihi ; [)r<)ianto miinerc saxa dabo ! 

(^)uam mallcin, amoueat lapidem l;)onus Angelj iis] ore, 

P^xeat lit Christi Corpus, imago lua. 

Sed nil vota valent ; venias cito, (diriste ; resurget, 

Clausa licet tumulo, mater, ct leslra petet.’ 

The younger daughter, Judith, resided with her husband, 
Thomas Quiney, at The Cage, a house at the Bridge Street 
corner of High Street, which he leased of the Corporation 
from 1616 till 1652. There he carried on the trade of a 
vintner, and took part in municipal affairs, acting as a 
councillor from 16.^17 and as chamberlain in 1621-2 and 
1622-3 ; but aAer 1630 his affairs grew embarrassed, and 
he left Stratford late in 1652 for Londoij, where he seems 
to have died a few months later. Of his three sons by 
Judith, the eldest, Shakespeare (baptised on November 23, 
1616), was buried in Stratford (Churchyard on May 8, 1617 ; 
the^second son, Richard (baptised on February 9, 1617-18), 
was buried on January 28, 1638 9; and the third son, 
Thomas (baptised on January 23, 1619-20), was buried on 
FebpttS%26, 1638-9. Judith survived her husband, sons, 
artd sister, dying at Stratford on February 9, 1661-2, in her 
seventy-seventh year. 

The poet’s elder daughter, Mrs. Susanna Hall,\esided at 
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New Place till her death. Her sister Judith aMenated to her 
the Chapel Place tenement before 1633, but ^lat, withtl^ 
interest in the Stratford tithes, she soon disposed of. Her 
husband, Dr. John Hall, died on November 25, 1635. ^ In- 
1642 James Cooke, a surgeop in attendance on some 
royalist troops stationed at Stratford, visite’S Mr?. Hall and 
examined manuscripts in her possession, but they were 
apparently of her ]nisl)and’s, not of her father’s, ^composition. 
From July tt to 13, 1643, Queen Henrietta Maria, while 
journeying from Newark to Oxford, was lulleted on Mrs. 
Hall at New Place for three days, and was visited there l)y 
Prince Rupert. Mrs. Hall was buried beside her hitsband 
in Stratford Churchyard on July it, 1649, and a rhyming 
inscription, describing her as ‘ witty above her sex,’ was 
engraved on her tombstone. The whole inscription ran : 

‘ Heere lyeth ye body of Svsanna, wife to John Hall, Cent., 
yc davghtcr of William Shakespeare, Gent. She deceased 
ye nth of Jvly, .\.d. 1649, aged 66. 

Witty above her sexe, but that’s not all, , 

Wise to Salvation was good Mistress Hall ! 

.Something of Shakespere was in that, but this * 

Wholy of him with whom she’s now in blisv*. 

Then, passenger, ha’st ne’rc a teare, , 

To weepe with her that wept with all ? 

That wept, yet set herselfe to chere 
Them up with comforts cordiall. 

Her Love shall live, her mercy spread, 

When thou hast ne’re a teare to shed. 

Mrs. Hall’s only child, Elizabeth, was the last surviving 
descendant of the poet. In April 1626 she married her first 
husband, Thomas Nash of Stratford who studied 

at Lincoln’s Inn, was a man of property, anoj dying childless 
at New Place o^ April 4, 1^47, was buried, in Stratford 
Church next day. At Bille.sley, a village four miles from 
Stratford, on June 5, 1649, Nash married, as a second 
husband, a widower, John Bernard or Barnard of Abington 
Manor, near Northampton, who was knighted by Charles II 
in 1661. About the same date she seems to have aban- 
doned New Place for her husband’s residence at Ahmgton, 
which has lately been acquired by the Corpoii^^fi of 
Northampton, and has been converted into a pubfic 
museum ^nd park. Dying without issue. Lady Barnard 
was buried at Abington on February 17, 1669-70. Her 
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husband survived her four years, and was buried beside 
hej. On her mother's death in 1 649 Lady Barnard inherited 
under the peat’s will the land near Stratford, New Place, the 
house at Hlackfriars, and (on the death of the poePs sister, 
Joa*n ffart, in 1646) the houses in Henley Street, while her 
hither, I )r.»Hallf left her in»i635 a house at Acton with a 
meadow. She sold the Blackfriars house, and apparently 
tlie Stratford land, before 1667. By her will, dated January 
1669-70, and proved in the following March, she left small 
bequests to the daughters of Thomas Hathaway, of the 
family, of her grandmother, the poet's wife. The houses 
in Henley Street passed to her cousin, Thomas Hart, the 
gfrandson of the poet’s sister Joan, and they remained in the 
possession of Thomas's direct descendants till 1806 (the 
male line expired or^the death of John Hart in 1800). By 
her will Lady Barnard also ordered New Place to be sold, 
and it was purchased on May 18, 1675, Edward 

\V'alker, Harter King-of-arms, through whose daughter 
Barbara, wife of Sir John Clopton, it reverted to the 
(dopton family. Sir John restored it in 1702. On the 
death of his son Hugh jn 1753, it was bought by the Rev. 
ITancis Ilastrell (<^/. 1768), who demolished the renovated 
building in ^ 759. The site was left vacant and, with the 
garden attached*, was annexed to the garden of the adjoin- 
ing house. In 1864 the ground was purchased by public 
subscription and was converted into a public recreation 
ground. 

Of Shakespeare's three brothers, only one, Hilbert, seems 
to have survived him. Edmund, the youngest brother, ‘ a 
player,’ was buried at St. Saviour's Church, Southwark, 

‘ with a fore noonc knell of the great Ixdl,' on 1 )ecember 31, 
1607; he wii^ in his twenty-eighth year. Richard, John 
Shakespeare’s third son, died at .Stratford in pebruary J613, 
aged 39, • Gilbert Shakespeare adolest^ns,' who was buried 
at Stratford on Eebruary 3, 1611-12, was doubtless son of 
the poet’s Viext brother, (divert ; the latter, having nearly 
completed his forty-sixth year, could scarcely be described 
as*‘ adolescens ; ’ his death is not recorded, but according to 
Oldys he survived to a patriarchal age. 
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XVI 


AU7X1GRAPHS, PORTRAITS, AND MEMORIALS 
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Thk only extant specimens of Shakespeare’s handwriting 
that are of undisputed authenticity consist of the’ five* 
autograph signatures which are reproduced in this volume. 
As in the case of Edmund Spenser and of almost' all the 
great authors who were contemporary with Shakespeare, no 
fragment of Shakespeare’s handwriting outside his signa- 
tures— no letter nor any scrap of his literary work -is known 
to be in existence. 

These five signatures were appended by the poet to the 
following documents : — 

The Purchase-deed (on parchment), dated March to, 
i6t2 13, of a house in I^lackfriars, whicn the poet 
then ac(|uired (since 1841 in the (luildhall Library, 
London). 

A Mortgage-deed (on parchment), dated March ii, 1613, 
relating to the house in Blackfriars, purchased by the 
poet the day before (since 1858 in the British Museum). 
The Poet’s Will, finally executed in March 1616, within a 
month of his death. This document, which is now at 
Somerset House, London, consists of three sheets of 
f)aper, at the foot of each of which SfiSk^spearc signed 
his name. 

In all the signatures Shakespeare used' the old 
‘ English ’ mode of writing, which reseml)les that still in 
vogue in Clermany. During^the seventeenth Century the 
old ‘ English ’ character was finally displaced in England by 
the ‘ Italian ’ character, which is now universal in England 
and in all Engli.sh-speaking countries. In Shakespeare’s 
day highly educated men, who were graduates ^'’*,^he 
Universities and had travelled abroad in youtli^ wert 
capable of writing both the old ‘ English ’ and the ‘ Italian ’ 
character with equal facility. As a rule they employed the 
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^ English ' character in their ordinary correspondence, but 
signed their names in the ‘ Italian ^ hand. Shakespeare’s 
Tise of the - ‘ English ’ script exclusively was doubtless a 
result of his provincial education. He learnt only the 
‘ E4iglish ' character at school at Stratford-on-Avon, and he 
never troubled, to exchange it for the more fashionable 
‘ Italian ’ character in later life. 

• Men did not always spell their surnames in the same 
way in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The poet’s 
surname has been proved capable of as many as four 
tliousand variations. The name of the poet’s father is 
entered sixty-six times in the Council books of Stratford- 
«n-AVon, and is spelt in sixteen ways. There the com- 
monest form is ‘Shaxpeare.’ The poet cannot be provc^d 
to have acknowledg'd any finality as to the spelling of his 
surname. It is certain that he wrote it indifferently 
Shak^’spm’ or Shaksp6’<'m’, while he and his friends at times 
adopted the third form- Shakcspm/'c. In these circum- 
stances it is impossible to acknowledge in any one form of 
spelling a supreme claim to correctness. The signature to 
the purchase-deed of March lo, 1612-13, is commonly 
read as ‘ ^VilIiam Shaks{)c;r,’ though in all other portions of 
the deed the surname is spelt ‘Sliak^sptx?/r.’ The signa- 
ture to the mortgage-deed of the following day, March it, 
1612-13, has been interpreted both as ‘Shaksperc’ and 
‘ Shakspen/r.’ In neither of these signatures are the letters 
following the first ‘c’ in (he .second syllable fully written 
out. 'I'hey are indicated by a flourish above the ‘ e.’ 
Shakespeare apjiarently deemed it needful to confine his 
signature to the narrow strip of parchment that was inserted 
in the fabric of the deed to bear the seal, and he conse 
quently lack^l Jclequate space wherein to complete his 
autograph. The flourish above the ‘e’ has been held to 
represent the cursive mark of abbreviation for ‘ re ’ which 
was in use among mediaeval scribes. It is doubtful, how- 
ever, whetner mediaeval lu^thods of handwriting were 
familiar to Shakespeare or his contemporaries. In the 
se?:ond of the two signatures, the flourish has also been 
read as ‘ a.’ But in both cases the flourish has possibly a 
les$i- ^^terminate significance than any which has hitherto 
i^en assigned to it. It may be in both autographs no more 
than a hasty dash of the pen- a rough and ready indication 
that the writer was hindered from completing tbie word that 
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he had begun by the narrowness of the strip of parchment 
to which he was seeking to restrict his handwriting. 
Whether, therefore, the surname in the twoldocuments 
sliould be intcr})reted as ‘Shakspe/r’ or ‘Shaksper//r ’ can- 
not be stated positively. 

The ink of the first signature which Sliakespcare 
appended to his will has now faded almost beyond recogni- 
tion, but tluit it was ‘Shaksper^’’ may be inferr^icUfrom the 
facsimile made by (leorge Steevens in 1776. The second 
and third signatures to the will, which are easier to 
decipher, have been’ variously read as ‘ Shakspe/r,’ ‘ ^hak'^? 
sper/n^,’ and ‘ vShak^s[)e<'r/r ; ’ l)Ut a close examination 
suggests that, whatever the second signatjLire may be* th^ 
third, which is preceded by the two words ‘ by me ’ (also 
in the poet’s handwriting), is ‘ Shakspc^^ri^ff.’ ‘Shakffpe/r ’ is 
the spelling of the alleged autograph in the British Museum 
copy of Florio’s ‘ Montaigne,’ but the genuineness of that 
signature is disputable. 

But it is to be borne in mind that ‘ Shake’spe^rc ’ was 
the form of the poet’s surname that was adopted in the 
text of all the legal documents relating to tl'^ poet’s 
•property, and in the royal license to him in the capacity 
of a player in 1603. "ITat form is to be {?een in the 
inscription on his wife’s tomb in the cfiiirch of Strat- 
ford-on-Avon, although in the rudely cut inscription on his 
own monument his name appears as ‘ Shakjpm/'c.’ Shakd’- 
sY^care ’ figures in the poet’s printed signatures affixed by his 
authority to the dedicatory epistles in the original editions 
of his two narrative poems ‘ Venus and Adonis ’ (1593) and 
‘ Lucrece ’ (1594); it is prominent on the title-pages of 
almost all contemporary editions of his plays, and was 
employed in almost all the published reiere%:cs to him in 
the seventeenth century. Consequently, of the form 
‘ Shakespeare ’ alonf can it be definitely said tliat it has 
the sanction of legal and literary usage. 

Aubrey reported that ShAkespeare was ‘ a* handsome 
well-shap’t man,’l)ut no portrait exists which can be said 
with absolute certainty to have been executed during fiis 
lifetime, although one has recently been discovered with a 
good claim to that distinction. Only two of thej^^t 
portraits are positively known to have been produced witfll* 
in a short period after his death. These are the bust in 
Stratford Ciiurch and the frontispiece to the folio of 1623. 
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Each is am inartistic attempt at a posthumous likeness, 
/rhere is cc/isiUerahlc discre[)ancy l)etwcen the two ; their 
main point.t of resemi)lance are the baldness on the top of 
the head and the fulness of the hair about the ears, d'he 
bust was by (lerard Johnson or Janssen, who was a Dutch 
stonemason or 'toml)-mak7?r settled in Southwark. It was 
set up in the church before 1^23, and is a rudely carved 
specimen of mortuary sculpture, 'hhere are marks about 
the forehead and cars which suggest that the hice was 
fashioned from a death mask, but the workmanship is at 
all p 3 ints clumsy, 'hhe round face and eyes present a 
heavy, unintellectual expression. 'The bust was originally 
coloured, but in 1793 Malone cau.sed it to be whitewashed. 
In 1861 the whitewash was removed, and the colours, as 
far as traceable, restored. 1'he eyes are light ha/.el, the 
hair and beard auburn. 'There have been numberless 
reproductions, both engraved and photographic. It was 
first engraved very imperfectly for Rowe’s edition in 
1709 ; then by Vertue for Pope's edition of 1725 ; and by 
Gravelot for Hanmer’s edition in 1744. A good engraving 
by Willkim Ward appeared in 1816. A pliototype and a 
chromo-phototype, issued by the New Shakspere Society, 
are the best retifoductions for the purposes of study. 'The 
pretentious painting known as the ‘ Stratford ’ portrait, and 
presented in 1867 liy VV. O. Hunt, town clerk of Stratford, 
to the birthplace Museum, where it is very prominently 
displayed, was probably painted from the bust late in the 
eighteenth century ; it lacks either historic or artistic 
interest. 

The engraved portrait nearly a half-length -which w'as 
printed on the ti<^’e-page of the folio of 1623, was by Martin 
l>oeshout. On the op[)osite page lines by Ben Jonson 
congratulate ‘ the graver ’on having satisfactorily ‘hit’ the 
poet’s ‘face.’ Jonson’s testimony does no credit to his 
artistic discernment ; the expression of countenance, which 
is very crudely rendered, is neither distinctive nor lifelike. 
'The face is long and the forehead high ; the top of the head 
is bald, but the hair falls in abundance over the lairs. There 
is a scanty moustache, and a thin tuft is under the lower li[). 
A stiff and wide collar, projecting horizontally, conceals the 
heck. 'The coat is closely buttoned and elaborately 
bordered, especially at the .shoulders. The dimensions of 
the head and face are disproportionately large rs compared 
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with those of the body. In the unique proof co[)y which 
belonged to Halliwell-Phillipps (now with his a^llection i«^ 
America) the tone is clearer than in the ordin(iry co[)ies, 
and the shadows are less darkened by cross-hatching and 
coarse dotting. The engraver, Martin Droeshout, belonged 
to a Flemish family of painters aitfl engravers long^setth'd in 
London, where he was born in 1601. He was thus fifteen 
years old at the time of Shakespeare’s death in if)Kd, and if 
is consequently improbable that he had any [lersonal know- 
ledge of the dramatist. The engraving was doiilitless pro- 
duced by Droeshout very shortly before the publicatiqn of*’ 
the First Folio in 1623, when he had completed his twenty- 
second year. It thus lielongs to the outset of the engraver’s'* 
professional career, in which he never acdiieved extended 
practice or reputation. A copy of the Drcieshout engraving, 
by William Marshall, was prefixed to Shakesy)eare’s ‘ I’oems’ 
in 1640, and William Faithorne made another copy for the 
frontispiece of the edition of ‘ The Rape of Liicrece ’ pub- 
lished in 1655. 

There is little doubt that young Droeshout in fashioning 
his engraving worked from a painting, and there is ^ likeli- 
hood that the original picture from which the youthful 
engraver worked has lately come to light. ^As recently as 
1892 Mr. Edgar Flower, of Stratford-on-Avon, discovered 
in the jiossession of Mr. H. C. (Jkmients, a private gentle- 
man with artistic tastes residing at Pefckham Rye, a portrait 
alleged to represent Shakespeare. The picture, which was 
faded and somewhat worm-eaten, dated beyond all doubt 
from the early years of the seventeenth century. It was 
painted on a panel formed of two planks of old elm, and in 
the upper left-hand corner was the inscription ‘ Will’” Shake- 
speare, 1609.’ Mr. Clements purchased tlie 4)ortrait of an 
obscure dealer about 1840, and knew nothing of its history, 
beyond what he sef down on a slip of paper ‘when he 
acquired it. The note that he then wrote and pasted on 
the box in which he preserved*the picture, ran as follows : 

‘ The original portrait of Shakespeare, from which the now 
famous Droeshout engraving was taken and inserted in the 
first collected edition of his works, published in 1623, being 
seven years after his death. The picture was painted ^une 
\vere seven] years before his death, and consequently sixtetm 
\vere fourteen] years before it was published. . . . The pic- 
ture was puii>licly exhibited in London seventy years ago, and 
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many thousands went to see it.’ In all its details and in its 
comparative- dimensions, e.specially in the disproportion 
between thei)siz^ of the head and that of the body, this pic- 
ture is iderti('al with the Droeshoiit engraving. Though 
coarsely and stiffly drawn, the face is far more skilfully pre- 
sented than in the engraving, and thi‘ expression of eounte- 
nancH^ belKiys stMne ariistio*sentiment which is absent from 
the print, ('onnoisseiirs, including Mr. Sidney ('olvin of 
the British ^fuseiim, and Mr. Lionel (Just, have almost un- 
reservedly pronounced the picture to be anterior in date 
to the engraving, and they have reached the conclusion that 
ill all t)robal)ility Martin Droeshout directly based his work 
upon the painting. Influences of an early seventeentlvcen- 
tliry flemish school are plainly discernible in the picture, 
and it is just possible that it is the prodiuaion of an uncle 
of the ydiing engrav(;r Martin Droeshout, who bore the same 
name as his nephew, and was naturalised in this country on 
Janunry 25, 1608, wlien he was describcal as a ‘ painter of 
Bra!.)ant.’ Although the history of the portrait rests on 
critical conjecture and on no ('xternal ('ontemporary evidence, 
there seems good ground for reg.arding it as a portrait of 
Shakespeare painted in his lifetime — in the forty-fifth year 
of his age. ^No other pidorial representation of the poet 
has efpially serious claims to be treated as contemporary 
with himself, and it therefore presents features of unique 
inteiest. On the death of its owner, Mr. (Jlements, in 1895, 
the painting was purchased by Mrs. (Jharles Flower, and 
was presented to the Memorial Bictiire Gallery at Stratford, 
where it now hangs. No attempt at restoration has been 
made. It is sometimes referred to as the ‘ Flower portrait.’ 

Of the same type as the Droeshout engraving, although 
less closely resemj^ing it than the picture just described, 
is the ‘Ely Flt^use ’ portrait (now the property of the Birth- ‘ Ely 
place Trustees at Stratford), which formerly belonged to House’ 
Thomas Turton, Bishop of Ely, and it ^s inscribed ‘ A\, 39 portrait. 
X. 1603.’ This painting is of high artistic value. The 
features are* of a far more attractive and intellectual cast 
tluyi in either the Droeshout painting or engraving, and the 
many differences in detail raise doubts as to whether the 
person represented can have been intended for Shakespeare. 

Exjjerls are of opinion that the picture was painted early 
in' the seventeenth century. 

Early in (Jharles IFs reign Lord-chancellor Clarendon 
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added a portrait of Shakespeare to his great gallery in his 
house in St. James’s. Mention is made of it in a letter 
from the diarist John Evelyn to his friend Sankiel Pepyj^in 
1689, but Clarendon’s collection was disperse^ at the enS 
of the seventeenth century, and the picture has not been 
traced. 

Of the numerous extant [^intings which bave been 
described as portraits of Shakespeare, only the ^ Droeshout ’ 
portrait and the Kly House portrait, both of which are 'at 
Stratford, bear atiy definable resemblance to the Folio 
engraving or the Imst in the church. In spite of their 
admitted imperfections, the engraving and the bust can 
alone be held indisputably to have been honestly designed 
to depict the poet’s features. 'They must be treated as th% 
standards of authenticity in judging of the genuineness of 
other portraits claiming to be of an earl^' date. - 

Of other alleged t)ortraits which are c!Xtant, the most 
famous and interesting is the Hdiandos’ portrait, now in the 
National Portrait ( iallery. Its pedigree suggests that it was 
intended to represent the poet, but numerous and conspicu- 
ous divergences from the authenticated likenesses show 
that it was painted from fanciful descriptions of him some 
years after his death. 'The face is bearded, and rings adorn 
the; ears. Oldys reported that it was from the brush of 
Burbage, Shakespeare’s fellow-actor, who Had some reputa- 
tion as a limner, and that it had belonged to Joseph Taylor, 
an actor contemporary with Shakespeare. These rumours 
are not corroborated ; but there is no doubt that it was at 
one time the property of D’Avenant, and that it subsequently 
belonged successively to the actor Betterton and to Mrs. 
Barry the actress. In 1693 Hodfrey Kneller made a 
copy as a gift for Dryden. After Mr^ Barry’s death in 
1713 it was j)urchascd for forty guineas hy Robert Keck, a 
barrister of the Inner Temple. At length it reached the 
hands of one John ‘Nichols, whose daughter married James 
Brydges, third Duke of Chandos. In due time the Duke 
became the owner of the pictujre, and it subseque‘ntly passed, 
through Chandos’s daughter, to her husband, the first Duke 
of Buckingham and Chandos, whose son, the second Diiike 
of Buckingham and Chandos, sold it with the rest of his 
effects at Stowe in 1848, when it was purchased by thh Earl 
of hdlesmere. The latter presented it to the nation. 
Edward Capell many years before presented a copy by 
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Ranelagh Barret to Trinity C'ollege, Cambridge, and other 
copies are aUributed to Sir Joshua Reynolds and Ozias 
Humphrey ti783). It was engraved by George Vertue in 
1719 for Pope’s edition (1725), and often later, one of the 
best engravings being by Vandergucht. A good lithograph 
from a tracing by Sir George Scharf was published l)y the 
trustees ofc the "National Portrait (iallcry in 1S64. 'I'he 
Baroness Burdett-Coutts purchased in 1875 a portrait of 
similar type, which is said, somewhat doubtfully, to have 
belonged to John, lord Lumley, who died in 1609, and to 
have formed part of a collection of portraits of the great men 
of'hisjday at his house, Lumley C'astle, Durham. Its early 
history is not })ositively authenticated, and it may well be an 
early copy of the Chandos portrait. 'I'he ‘ Lumley ’ painting 
was finely chromolithographed in 1863 by Vincent Brooks. 

The so-called ‘Jansen’ or Janssens portrait, which The 
belongs to Lady Guendolen Ramsden, daughter of the Duke ‘J^insyn’ 
of Somerset, and is now at her residence at Bulstrode, was 
first doubtfully identified about 1770, when in the possession 
of (diaries jennens. Janssens did not come to England 
before Sltakespeare’s death. It is a fine portrait, but is 
unlike any other that has been associated with the dramatist. 

An admirabje mezzotint by Richard Earlom was issued 
in j8ij. 

'I'he ‘ Felton' portrait, a small head on a panel, with a The 
high and very bald forehead (belonging since 1873 to the ‘Felion’ 
Baroness Burdctt-('outts), was purchased by S. ILdton of 
Drayton, Shropshire, in 1792 of J. Wilson, the owner of the 
Shakespeare Museum in Pall Mall ; it bears a late inscrip- 
tion, ‘Gul. Shakespear 1597, R. B.’ (i.e. Richard BurbageJ. 

It was engraved by Josiah Boydell for George Steevens in 
1797, and by Jameji Neagle for Isaac Reed’s edition in 1803. 

Fu.seii declareil it to be the work of a Dutch artist, but the 
painters Romney and Lawrence regarded it as of English 
workmanship of the sixteenth century. ' Steevens held that 
it was the original picture whence both Droeshout and 
Marshall made their engravings, but there arc practically no 
points of resemblance between it and the prints. 

The ‘Soest’ or ‘Zoust’ portrait in the possession of The 
Sir John Lister-Kaye of the Grange, Wakefield -was in the ‘Soesi’ 
collection of Thomas Wright, painter, of C.ovent Garden, in 
17*25, when John Simon engraved it. Soest was born 
twenty-one years after Shakespeare’s death, and the portrait 
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is only on fanciful grounds identified with the poet. A chalk 
drawing by John Michael Wright, obviously inspired by the 
Soest portrait, is the property of Sir ArtfluirHodgsoif ijf 
Clopton blouse, and is on loan at the Menwrial Gallery, 
Stratford. 

A well-executed miniature by Hilliard, at one time in 
the possession of William Somerville the poet, aftd now the 
property of Lord Northcote, was engraved by Agar for vol. Ji. 
of the ‘Variorum Shakespeare’ of 1821. and in \Vi veil's 
‘Inquiry,’ 1827. It has little claim to attention as a por- 
trait of the dramatist. Another miniature (called the 
‘ Auriol ’ portrait), of doubtful authenticity, formaidy iVe- 
longed to Mr. Lumsden IVopert, and a third is at Warwick 
Castle. 

A bust, said to be of Shakespeare, was discovered in 
1845 bricked u]) in a wall in SpodetnV ("oi)eland’s china 
warehouse in Lincoln’s Inn Idelds. d'he warehouse had 
been erected on the site of the Duke’s Theatre, which was 
built by D’Avenant in 1660. The bust, which is of black 
terra cotta, and bears traces of Italian workmanship, is 
believed to have adorned the proscenium of ttie Duke’s 
Theatre. It was acquired by the surgeon AVillkim C'lift, 
from whom it passed to Clift’s son-in-law, Richard (after- 
wards Sir Richard) Owen the naturalist. The latter sold it 
to the Duke of Devonshire, who presented it in 1851 to the 
Garrick Club, after having two copies made in plaster. One 
of these copies is now in the Shakespeare Memorial Gallery 
at Stratford. 

The Kesselstadt death-mask was discovered by Dr. 
Ludwig Becker, librarian at the ducal palace at Darmstadt, 
in a rag-shop at Mayence in 1849. d'he features resemble 
those of an alleged portrait of Shakesjteare (dated 1637) 
which Dr. Becker purchased in 1847. picture had 

long been in the possession of the family of Coynt Francis 
von Kesselstadt of Slayence, who died in 1843. ^ Becker 

brought the mask and the picture to England ip 1849, and 
Richard Owen supported the theory that the mask was 
taken from Shakespeare’s face after death, and was Ihe 
foundation of the bust in Stratford Church. The mask was 
for a long time in Dr. Becker’s private apartments gt the 
ducal palace, Darmstadt. It is now the property of Frau 
Oberst Becker, the discoverer’s daughter-in-law, and is in 
her residence at Darmstadt (Heidelbergerstrasse in). 
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The features are singularly attractive ; but the chain 
of evidence fcvhich would identify them with Shakespeare 
i& incompletJ. * 

A monuitient, the expenses of which wcmc defrayed by 
public subscription, was set up in the boets’ Corner 
in Westminster Abbey in 1741. Pope and the Earl of 
burlington^werc:^ among the^promoters. 'I'he design was by 
W^illiam Kent, and the statue of Shakespeare was executed 
by Peter ^iojieemakers. Another statue was executed by 
Roubiliac for (larrick, who be([ueathed it to the British 
Museum in 1779. A tiiird statue, freely adaj)ted from the 
w*drks€)f Scheemakers and Roubiliac', was executed for Baron 
AlbcrJ (irant, and was set up by him as a gift to the metro- 
polis in Leicester Sc^uare, London, in itS7p. A fourth 
statue (by Mr. J. A. \\'aid) was placed in 1882 in the 
J]]cntral Park, New Jfork. A fifth in l)ron/e, by M. Paul 
Eournier, which was erected in Paris in 1888 at the expense 
of an English resident, Mr. \V. Knighton, stands at the 
point where the Avenue de Messine meets the lioulevard 
Haussmann. A sixth memorial in sculpture, by I^ord 
Ronald (K^wer, the most elaborate and ambitious of all, 
stands in#thc garden of the Shakespeare Memorial buildings 
at Stratford-pn-Avon, and was unveiled in 1888 : Shake- 
speare is seated an a high i>edestal ; below, at each side of 
the pedestal, stand figures of four of Shakespeare’s principal 
characters ; Lady Macbeth, Hamlet, Prince Hal, and Sir 
John Ealstaff. In the public park at ^VT*imar a statue was 
unveiled on April 23, 1904. 

At Stratford, the Birthplace, which was acquired by the 
public in 1846 and converted into a museum, is, with Anne 
Hathaway’s cottage (which w^as acquired by the Birtlqilace 
Trustees in place of pilgrimage for visitors from all 

parts of the gk)be. The 40,283 persons who visited it in 
1906 represented more than forty nationalities. The site 
of the demolished New Place, with the garden, was also 
purchased by public subscription in 1861, and now forms 
a public garden. Of a new memorial building on the river- 
barik at Stratford, consisting of a theatre, picture-gallery, 
and library, the foundation-stone was laid on April 23, 1877. 
The tf]£atre was opened exactly two years later, when ‘ Much 
Aejo a^ out Nothing’ was performed, with Helen Eaucit 
(.Lady Martin) as Beatrice and Barry Sullivan as Benedick. 
Performances of Shakespeare’s plays have since been given 
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annually during April. The library and picture-gallery were 
opened in i88 1 . A memorial Shakespeare libraify was opened 
at Birmingham on April 23, 1868, to commembrate the 
centenary of 1864, and, although destroyed by' lire in 1879, 
was restored in 1882 ; it now i)ossesses nearly ten thousand 
volumes relating to Shakespeare- 
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two of Shakespeare’s works - his narrative })oems 
‘ Venu^ and Adonis ’and ‘ laicrece were published with 
sanction and co operation, 'bhese potnns were the 
first specimens of his work to ajipear in [irint, and they 
jiassed iii his lifetime through a greater numhtT of editions 
Hian any of his pla)^. At the time of his death in 1616 Kdiiions 
there had lieen printed sev(m editions of his ‘ Venus and 
Adonis’ (1593 and 1594 in ([uarto, 1596, 1599, 1600, and 
two in 1602, all in small octavo), and five editions of his 
‘ 1 Aicrece ’^( 1 594 in quarto, 1598, 1600, 1607, 1616, all in 
small octavo), 'llicre was only one lifetime edition of the 
‘ Sonnets,* Thorpe’s surreptitious venture of 1609 in ([uarto ; 
but three editions were issued of the piratical ‘ Passionate 
Pilgrim,’ which w'as fraudulently assigned to Shakespeare 
by the publisher, William Jaggard, although it contained 
only a few occasional poems by him (1599, r6oo no copy 
known, and 1612). 

Of posthumous editions of the two narrative poems in the IWhu- 
seventeenth century, there were two of O.ucrece’ (both in 
octavo) — viz. in 1624 (‘the sixth edition’) and in 1655, 
the seventh edition^ (with John (Quarles’s ‘ lianishment of poems. 
Tarf^uin ’ )— and tliere were as many as seven editions of 
‘ Venus ’ (1617* 1620, 1627, two in 1630, 1636, and 1675, 
all in 8vo or* 121110), making a total of Iflurteen editions of 
this poem in eighty-two years. They were next reprinted 
in ‘Poems oft Affairs of Stat^’ in 1707, and in collected 
editions of Shakespeare’s ‘Poems,’ 1709, 1710, and 1725. 

Malone in 1790 first admitted them to a critical edition 
of Shakespeare’s works, and his example has since been 
generally followed. 

*A so-called first collected edition of Shakespeare’s The 
‘Poems’ in 1640 (London, by T. Cotes for I. Benson) ‘iVems* 
was mainly a reissue of the ‘Sonnets,’ but it omitted 
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eight (Nos. xviii., xix., xliii., Ivi., Ixxv., Ixxvi., xcvi., and 
cxxvi.), and it included the twenty poems oi ‘The Pas- 
sionate Pilgrim/ with some other pieces by other authoTs% 
Marshall's copy of the Droeshoiit engraving of fh23 formed 
the frontispiece. 'Pherc were prefatory poems by l.eonard 
Digges and John Warren, as \sjjll as an tjiddrcss ‘ to the 
reader’ signed with the initials of tlie publisher, dliere 
Shakespeare’s ‘Sonnets’ were described as ‘ sergne, cleaf, 
and elegantly plain ; such gentle strains as shall recreate 
and not j)crplex your brain. No intricate or cloudy stuff 
to puzzle intellect. Such as will raise your admiration to 
his praise.’ A chief point of interest in the volutnc of 
‘Poems’ of 1640 is the fact that the ‘ Sonnets were 
printed then' in a different order from that which was 
followed in the volume of 1609. 'Phiis the poe^i num- 
bered Ixvii. in the original edition oi>rns the reissue, and 
what has been regarded as the crucial t)oem, beginning 

Two loves I have of comfort and despair, 

which was in 1609 numbered cxliv., takes the thirty-second 
place in 1640. In most cases a more or le^s fanciful 
general title is placed in the second edition at th«. head of 
each sonnet, but in a few instances a single tiide serves for 
short sequences of two or three sonnets which are printed 
as independent poems continuously without spacing. All 
the poems in ‘ The Passionate Pilgrim ’ are inter- 
mingled with the ‘Sonnets,’ together with extracts from 
'Fhomas Heywood’s ‘General History of Women,’ although 
no hint is given that they are not Shakespeare’s work. The 
edition concludes with three epitaphs on Shakespeare and a 
short section entitled ‘an addition of some excellent poems 
to those precedent by other Gentlemenf’^ The volume is of 
great rarity. An exact reprint was published in 1885. 

Of Shakespear^^’s plays there were in print in 1616 only 
sixteen (all in quarto), or eighteen if we include the 
‘Contention,’ the first draft of ‘2 Henry VT ’ (1594 and 
1 600), and ‘ The True Trag6dy/ the first draft of ‘ 3 Henry 
VI’ (1595 1600). These sixteen quartos were 

publishers’ ventures, and were undertaken without the co- 
operation of the author. , 

T'wo of the plays, published thus, reached five editions 
before 1616, viz. ‘Richard HI’ (1597, 1598, 1602, 1605, 
1612) and ‘I Henry IV’ (1598, 1599, 1604, 1608, 1613). 
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Three reached four editions, viz. ‘Richard II’ (>597, 
1598, 160^ supplying the deposition scene for the fust 
Htime, 1615^^ ‘ Hamlet ’ (1603 imperfect, 1604, 1605, 1611), 
and ‘ Romc^ and Juliet ’ (1597 imperfect, 1599, two in [609). 

Three reached three editions, viz. ‘Titus’ (1594, 1600, 
and ifJTj, ‘lUairy V’ (^)oo imperfect, i()02, and if 08), 
and ‘ Pericles ’ (two in 1609, 1611). 

* Four, reached two editions, viz. ‘Midsummer Night’s 
Dream’ (Ifoth in 1600); ‘Merchant of Venice’ (both in 
1600) ; ‘Lear’ (both in 1608) ; and ‘'rroilus and Cressida’ 
(j)oth in 1609). 

ft)ur achieved only one* edition, viz. ‘ I>ove’s Labour’s 
J.osU’ (1598), ‘2 Henry IV’ (1600), ‘Much Ado ’(1600), 
‘ Merry Wives’ (1602 imperfect). 

'Three years after Shakespeare’s death in 1619 there 
^ap[)eared a secon(? edition of ‘Merry Wbves ’ (again ini- 
[lerfect) and a fourth of ‘Pericles.’ ‘Othello’ was lirst 
})rinted posthumously in 1622 (410), and in the same year 
sixth editions of ‘ Kichard III ’and ‘ r Henry IV ’appt.*ared. 
'Lhe largest collections of the original quartos several 
of which survive in only four, five, or six co[)ies--are in 
the libftiries of the Duke of Devonshire, the Pritish 
Museum, «nd Trinity College, Cambridge, and in the 
Podleian Library. 

Lithographed facsimiles of most of these volumes, with 
some of the quarto editions of the |)oems (forty eight 
volumes in all), were {irepared by Mr. K. W. Ashbee, and 
issued to subscribers by Halliwcll Phillit)[)s between 1862 
and 1871. A cheaper set of (juarto facsimiles, undertaken 
by Mr. W. (iriggs, under the supervision of Dr. lb [. 
Furnivall, ap[)eared in forty-three volumes between 1880 
and 1889. ^ 

All the (jTiartos were issued in Shakespeare’s day at six- 
pence caefc. Perfect co[)ies now rangd in price, according 
to their rarity, from 200/. to 2,000/. In 1864, at the sale of 
George Daniel’s library, quarto copies of ‘ Love’s Labour’s 
Lost ’and of ‘Merry Wives^ (first edition) each fetched 
34V. To.y. On July 12, T905, a (juartoof ‘ Richard III ’ ( 1 605, 
fourth edition) was sold for 1,750/., and on 1 )ecember 9 of 
the sAme year, a quarto of ‘Much Ado ’(1000) for 1,570/. 
'Wic uniituc quarto of ‘'Titus’ (1594) was [irivately sold by 
its Swedish owner to an American collector for 2,000/. 
early in 1905. On June i, 1907, a (piarto of ‘The First 
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Part of the Contention betwixt . . . Yorke and Lancaster ’ 
—the piece on which Shakespeare’s ‘ Henry *V 1 ,’ part 2, 
was founded— fetched 1,910/. ’ ' • » 

The First In 1623 the first attempt was made to givt the world 
I olio- a com{)lete edition of Shakespeare’s plays. Two of the 
dramatist’s intimate friends and ^llt)w-actor.^ John Heming 
and Henry Condell, were nominally responsibfe for the 
venture, but it seems to have been suggested by a snicvll 
The pul)- syndicate of printers and publishers, who undertook all 
lishing pecuniary res[)onsibility. Chief of the syndicate was William 
syndicate. Jaggard, [irinter since 1611 to the City of T.ondon, who was 
established in business in Fleet Street at the east aid of 
St. Dunstan’s Church. As the piratical publisher of ,‘Th^ 
Passionate Pilgrim ’ he had long known the commercial 
value of Shakes[)eare’s work. In 1613 he had extepded his 
business by purchasing the stock and rights of a rivah 
jiirate, James Roberts, who had printed the quarto editions 
of ‘The Merchant of Venice’ and ‘Midsummer Night’s 
Dream ’ in 1600, and the complete quarto of ‘ Hamlet ’ in 
1604, Roberts had enjoyed for nearly twenty years the 
right to print ‘the players’ bills,’ or programmed, and he 
made over that privilege to Jaggard with his othev literary 
property. It is to the close personal relatiaris with the 
playhouse managers into which the acquisition of the right 
of printing ‘the players’ bill’ brought Jaggard after 1613 
that the inception of the scheme of the ‘First Folio’ may 
safely be attributed. Jaggard associated his son Isaac with 
tlic enterprise. They alone of the members of the syndicate 
were printers. Their three partners were publishers or 
booksellers only. Two of these, AVilliam Aspley and John 
Smethwick, had already speculated in plays of Shiikespeare. 
Aspley had publi.shed with another in 600 the ‘ vSecond 
Part of Henry IV ’ and ‘ Much Ado about Nothing,’ and in 
1609 half of rhorp(^’s impre.ssion of Shakespeare’^ ‘ Sonnets.’ 
Smethwick, wdiose shop was in St. Dunstan’s Churchyard, 
Fleet Street, near Jaggard’.s, had published in 1611 two late 
editions of ‘Romeo and Jflliet’ and one of ‘Hamlet.’ 
Edward Blount, the fifth partner, was an interesting figure 
in the trade, and, unlike his companions, had a true taste in 
literature. He had been a friend and admirer of Christopher 
Marlowe, and had actively engaged in the posthumoiis 
publication of two of Marlowe’s poems. He had published 
that curious collection of mystical verse entitled ‘ Love’s 
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Martyr/ one poem in which, ‘ a poetical essay of the Phuenix 
and the Tur^e,’ was signed ‘William Shakespeare.’ 

•'I'he First Folio was doubtless printed in Jaggard’s 
l)rinting offi(^ near St. Dunstan’s Church. Upon Jllount 
probably fell the chief labour of seeing the work through the 
press. It was iy progref?^ throughout *623, and had so far 
advanced ^y November 8, r623, that on that day Edward 
Bioiuit an^l Isaac (son of William) Jaggard obtained formal 
license fronf the Stationers’ Com})any to publish sixteen of 
the twenty hitherto imprinted plays that it was intended to 
ii^pliule. 'J'he piec es, whose approac hing publication for 
the fii^t time was thus announc:ed, were of supreme literary 
ipterast. 'Fhe titles ran: ‘'Fhe 'J’empest,’ ‘ 'khe Two 
( lentlemen,’ ‘ Measure for Measure,’ ‘ Comedy of Imtois,’ 

‘As Yc^v Fike It,’ ‘All’s Well,’ ‘'I'welfth Night,’ ‘Winter’s 
♦Talc,’ ‘3 Henry VI,* ‘Henry VHI,’ ‘ Coriolanus,’ ‘ Timon,’ 

‘Julius C'msar,’ ‘Macbeth,’ ‘Antony, and Cleopatra,’ and 
‘ C'ymbeline.’ Four cHher hitherto unprinted dramas for 
which no lic:ensc was sought figured in the volume, viz. 

‘ King John,’ ‘ i and 2 Henry VI,’ and ‘ The Taming of The 
Shrew;’ 1 )ut each of these plays was based by Shakesi)eare 
on a play of like title which had been published at an earlier 
date, and tl^ absence of a license was doubtless due to an 
ignorant mi.scon€ei)tion on the j)art eitlier of the Stationers’ 
Company’s ofificers or of the editors of the volume as to the 
true relations subsisting between the old piec:es and the 
new. 'Pile only [)lay by Shakespeare that had been pre- 
viously published and was not included in the idrst Folicj 
was ‘J^ericles.’ 

Thirty six pieces in all were thus brought together. 'Phe 
volume consisted of nearly c:>ne thousand double-column 
pages and was solfl at a pound a copy. From the number 
of copies thaf survive it may be estimated that the edition 
numbered. 500. The book was described on the title-page 
as jRiblished by Palward Blount and Isaac Jaggard, and in 
the colophon as [)rinted at the charges of ‘ W. Jaggard, 

I. Smithweeke, and W. Asplt*y,’ as well as of Blount. On The pre* 
tlie title-i)age was engraved the Droeshout ])ortrait. Com- fatory 
mendatory verses were supplied by JEai Jonson, Hugh »^^ttcr. 
Holknd, Leonard Digge.s, and I. M., perhaps Jasper Maine. 

The deciication was addressed to the brothers William 
Plerbert, Earl of Pembroke, the Lord Chamberlain, and Philip 
Herbert, Earl of Montgomery, and was signed by Shake- 
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speare’s friends and fellow-actors, Homing and Condell. 
The choice of such patrons was in strict accordance with 
custom. To the two earls in partnership nearly every worl? fit 
any literary pretension was dedicated at the pcfiod. More- 
over, the third Earl of Pembroke was Lord Chamberlain in 
1623, and exercised supreme authority in Uieatrical affairs. 
That his patronage should be sought for a collecfive edition 
of the works of the acknowledged master of the coiUemporary 
stage was a matter of course. 'The editors )’ielded to a 
passing vogue in soliciting the patronage of the Lord ('ham- 
l)eiiain’s brother in conjunction with the Lord C'hamberlaig. 
‘But since (the dedicators write) your lordships* have 
beene pleas’d to thinke these trifles something, heretofore^; 
and have prosequuted both them, and their Authour living, 
with so much favour ; we hope that (they outliving him, 
and he not having the fate, common with some, to be exe^ 
([uiitor to his owne writings) you \vill use the like indulgence 
toward them you have done unto their })arent. I'here is a 
great difference, whether any Booke choose his Patrones, or 
find them : This hath done both. For, so much were your 
lordships’ likings of the severall parts, w hen they were acted, 
as, before they W'ere published, the Volume aslfd to be 
yours.’ 'Fhe dedicators imply that the brother earls fully 
shared the enthusiastic esteem which James I and all the 
noblemen of his Court extended to Shakespeare and his 
plays in the dramatist’s lifetime. At the conclusion of their 
address to Lords Pembroke and Montgomery, the dedicators, 
in describing the dramatist’s wwks as ‘ these remaines of 
your Servant Shakespeare,’ remind their noble patrons anew 
that the dramatist had been a conspicuous object of their 
favour in his capacity of ‘ King’s servant ’ or player. 

The signatures of Hemingand CondeirWercalso appended 
to a succeeding address ‘ to the great variety of readers.’ In 
both addresses the tw'o actors probably made pretension to 
a larger responsibility for the enterprise than they really in- 
curred, but their motives in identifying themselves with 
the venture w^ere doubtless irreproachable. They disclaimed 
(they WTOte in their second address) ‘ambition either •of 
selfe-profit or fame in undertaking the design,’ being solely 
moved by anxiety to ‘keepe the memory of so worthy a 
friend and fellow alive as was our Shakespeare.’ ‘ It had 
bene a thing weconfessc worthie to haue bene wished,’ they 
inform the reader, ‘ that the author himselfe had liued to 
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haiie set fortli and ouersecn his owne writings, 
of contents follows the address to the readers. 

• The title-page states that all the plays were printed 
‘ according ^o the true original! copies.^ 'The dedicators 
wrote to the same efiect. ‘ As where (before) you were abus’d 
with diuerse st4)lne, aneP.^wrreptitious copies, maimed and 
deformed Oy the frauds and stealthes of iniuriotis impostors 
that exj)()^’d them : even those arc now offer’d to your view 
cur’d and jVrfcct of their limbes, and all the rest absolute 
in their numbers as he conceived them.’ 'There is no doubt 


Uiat the whole volume was printed from tfie acting versions 
in th^possession of the manager of the company with which 
hUiaktspeare had been associated. But it is doubtful if 
any play were printed exactly as it came from his pen. 'The 
player editors’ boastful advertisement that tlH7 had access 
•to his papers in whicTi there was ‘ scarce a blot ’ admits of no 
literal inter})rctation. 'The Tirst Folio text is often markedly 
inferior to that of the sixteen pre-existent (yuartos, which, 
although surreptitiously and imperfectly printed, followed 
playhouse^ copies of far earlier date. From the text of the 
quartos the text of the First Tblio differs invariably, although 
in varyiil^ degrees. The quarto texts of ‘ Love’s Labour’s 
Lost,’ ‘Midifummer Night’s Dream,’ and ‘Richard II,’ for 
example, differ vtry largely, and always for the better, from 
the folio texts. On the other hand, the folio repairs tiie 
glaring defects of the (|uarto versions of ‘'i’hc Merry Wives 
of Windsor’ and of ‘Henry V.’ In the case of twenty of 
the plays in the First Folio no quartos exist for comparison, 
and of these twenty plays, ‘ Coriolanus,’ ‘All’s Well,’ and 
‘Macbeth ’ present a text abounding in corrui)t passages. 

The plays ar^ arranged under three headings — 

‘ Comedies,’ ‘ Histories,’ and ‘'Fragedies ’- and each division 
is separately [ftg(M. 'The arrangement of the plays in each 
division folk)ws no principle. 'The comedy section begins 


with the ‘ 'Tempest ’ and ends with the ‘ Winter’s 'Talc.’ 
'Fhe historiofi more justifiably begin with ‘ King John ’and 
end with ‘ Henry VIIL’ 'FheVagedies begin with ‘'Troilus 
and Cressida ’ and end with ‘ Cymbeline,’ 'This order has 
been usually followed in subsequent collective editions. 

As^a specimen of typt)graphy tlie First T'olio is jioi (ohe 
cmumCIKkd. 'l'h._Te an- a j;n-at ...any 

of larger bulk far iiioic neatly and correctly printed. It 
k'oks as though Jaggard’s printing otticc were undermanned. 


The 

value of 
the text. 


The order 
of the 
plays. 


'riie t 

iriwpJiy. 
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The misprints are numerous and are especially conspicuous 
in the pagination. 'Fhe sheets seem to have been worked 
off very slowly, and corrections were made while the pr^s^ 
was working, so that the copies struck off latcP differ occa- 
sionally from the earlier copies. One mark of carelessness 
on the part of the compositor correctev of the press, 
which is common to all copies, is that ‘ Troilus an 3 Cressida,’ 
though in the l)ody of the book it o[)ens the section o( 
tragedies, is not mentioned at all in the table bf contents, 
and the play is unpaged except on its second and third pages, 
which bear the numl)ers 79 and 80. 

Unique Three copies are known which are distinguished b^ more 

copies. interesting irregularities, in each case unique. 'The copy iii 
the Lenox Lil)rary in New York includes a cancel duplicate 
of a leaf of ‘ As You Like It ’ (sheet R of the comedies), and 
the title-page bears the date 1622 instcefdof 1623 ; but there* 
is little doubt tiiat the last figure has been tampered with 
by a modern owner. Samuel Jlutler, successively head- 
master of Shrewsbury and Bishop of Lichfield and Coventry, 
possessed a copy of the h'irst Folio in which a proof leaf of 
‘ Hamlet ' was bound up with the corrected leaf. 

The The most interesting irregularity yet noticet? appears 

Sheldon one of the two copies of the book in the library of the 
late Baroness Burdett-CJoutts. 'J'his copy is known as the 
Sheldon Folio, having formed in the seventeenth century 
jiart of the library of Ralph Sheldon of Weston Manor in 
the parish of Long (F)mpton, ^Varwickshire. In the 
Sheldon Folio, the opening page of ‘Troilus and Cressida,’ 
of which the recto or front is occupied by the prologue and 
the verso or back by the opening lines of the text of the 
l)lay, is followed by a superfluous leaf. On the recto or 
front of the unnecessary leaf are printecl the concluding lines 
of ‘ Romeo and Juliet ’ in place of the prologue to ‘ Troilus 
and Cressida.’ At# the back or verso are the opening lines 
of ‘ 'Froilus and Cressida ’ repeated from the preceding page. 

The presence of a different ornamental headpiece on each 
})age proves that the two are* not taken from the same set- 
ting of the ty[)c. At a later page in the Sheldon cop>^lhe 
concluding lines of ‘Romeo and Juliet’ are duly re- 
printed at the close of the play, and on the verso ©r back 
of the leaf, which supplies them in their right place, is the 
opening passage, as in other copies, of ‘ Timon of Athens.’ 
These curious confusions attest that while the work was in 
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course of composition the printers or editors of the volume 
at one time intended to place ‘ Troilus and Chessida/ 
the prologue omitted, after ‘ Romeo and Juliet.’ 'ilie 
last page of ^Roineo and Juliet’ is in all copies numbered 
79, an obvious misprint for 77 ; the first leaf of ‘ IVoilus ’ is 
paged 78; the second 5 tTd^ third pages of ‘Troilus’ are 
numbered ^9 and 80. It* was doubtless suddenly deter- 
mwied while the volume was in the })ress to transfer 
‘'IVoiliis anc^Cressida ’ to the head of the tragedies from a 
j)lace near the end, but the numbers on the opening pages 
winch indicated its first position were clumsily retained, and 
to avoid the extensive typographical corrections that were 
rt^iuir^id by the })lay’s change of position, its remaining 
pages were allowed to go forth unnumbered. 

A fouj-th cojiy of the Idrst Folio presents unique features Jaggard’s 
•f a different kind o# interest. Mr. Coningsby Sibthorp of presenta* 
Sudbrooke Holme, l.incoln, possesses a copy which has 
been in the library of his family for more than a century, 
and is beyond doubt one of the very earliest that came from Poiio. 
the press of the [irinter William jaggard. 'Fhc title-page, 
which beafs Shakespeare’s jiortrait, is in a condition of un- 
paralleled freshness, and the engraving is printed with 
unusual firimiess and clearness. Although the copy is not 
at all points pcafect and several leaves have been supplied 
in facsimile, it is a taller copy than any other, being thirteen 
and a half inches high, and at least a ({uarter of an inch 
superior in stature to that of any other known copy. The 
binding, rough calf, is jiartly original ; and on the title-page 
is a manuscript inscription, in contemporary handwriting of 
indis]Hital)le authenticity, attesting that the copy was a gift 
to an intimate friend by the printer Jaggard. 'i'he inscrip- 
tion reads thus : 


S* 0^”* 


'rh« fragment of the original binding is stamped with 
an heraldic device, which identifies the first owner with 
Augusi^ine Vincent, a highly respected oUicial of the (College 
oLArms, who is known from independent sources to have 
been, at the date of the publication, in intimate relations 
with the printer of the First Folio. It was to Augustine 
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Estimated 
number of 
extant 
copies. 


Vincent that Jaggard presented the copy. The inscription 
on the title-page is in Vincent’s handwriting. 

A copy of the Folio, which was delivered in sheets oy 
the Stationers’ Company late in 1623 to Vhc Bodleian 
Library, Oxford, was chained to the shelves after being 
bound. Sold by the library in t'() 64 on the accpiisition of 
a Third Folio, it remained in private hands iintfl March 31, 
1906, when it was repurchased by the Bodleian. 

It is difficult to estimate how many copies survive of the 
First lojlio, which is intrinsically the most valuable volume 
in the whole range of English literature, and extrinsically is 
only exceeded in value by some half-dozen volumeb of far 
earlier date and of exceptional typographical iKterest. 
Nearly two hundred copies, in various conditions, have 
been traced within the past hundred years ; fuBy a third 
of this number arc now in America."’ Of the extant First 
b'olios, only fourteen are in a perfect state, that is, with the 
portrait printed {not inlaid) on the title-page, and the fly- 
leaf facing it, with all the pages succeeding it, intact and 
uninjured. (The flyleaf contains Ben Jonson’s verses 
attesting the truthfulness of the portrait.) Excellent copies 
in this enviable slate are in the Crenville Librilry at the 
British Museum, and in the libraries of die Duke of 
Devonshire, the Earl of Crawford, the late Baroness 
Burdett-Coutts, Mr. A. H. Huth, and of several American 
collectors. Of these the finest is the perfect ^ Daniel ’ copy, 
which belonged to the late Baroness Burdett-Coutts. It 
measures 13 inches by 8], and was purchased by the 
Baroness for 716/. 2.9. at the sale of George Daniel’s 
library in 1864. This sum was long the highest price paid 
for the book, but the amount has during the last sixteen 
years been greatly exceeded many times. A perfect copy, 
measuring i2,'‘( inches by yjf;, fetched 840/. (4,200 dollars) 
at the sale of Mr, Brayton Ives’s library in New York in 
March 1891. Another copy, measuring 12 J inches by 8|, 
which had been for a century and more in Belgium, and 
is perfect save for slight marginal injuries, was purchased 
by Mr. Bernard Buchanan MacCeorge of Glasgow'" for 
1,700/. at a sale by Messrs. Christie, Manson, Woods on 
July 1 f, 1899; in June 1905 Mr. MacGeorge privatciy sold 
this copy, together with copies of the Second, d'hird, and 
Fourth Folios, to Mr. Marsden J. Perry, of Providence, 
U.S.A., for an aggregate sum of 10,000/. A third copy of 
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the First Folio, formerly in the library of Frederick Locker- 
Lampson, of Rowfant, Sussex, fetched at Sotheby’s on 
23, 1907, the sum of 3,600/. ; this is the largest 
figure yet reached at j)uhlic auction. 

A reprint of the First Folio unwarrantably purporting to 
be exact was published ^1^807 tS. 'The best type-reprint 
was issued* in tfiree parts \)y Lionel booth in r86j, 1863, 
and 1864. ^ A photo-zincographic reproduction undertaken 
by Sir Hen^ James, with the aid of Howard Staunton, 
was issued in sixteen folio parts between February 1864 
and October 1865. A reduced photographic facsimile, 
tod simll to be legible, appeared in 1876, with a [>refacc by 
l^dliv^ell-Phillipps. In 1902 the Clarendon Press issued 
at Oxford a new /acs mi/e in collotype from the Duke of 
Devonshyre’s copy at (diatsworth, with a bibliographical 
iiitroduction and a«‘ Census’ of copies by the present 
writer; ‘Notes and Additions’ to the ‘Census’ followed in 
1906. 

The Second folio edition was printed in 1632 by 
d'homas Cotes for Robert Allot, William Aspley, John 
Smethwiel<^, Richard Hawkins, and Richard Meighen, one 
or more df whose names figures as publisher on the title- 
pages of diffg^rent copies of the edition, d'o Allot, whose 
name is most often met with on the title-page, Jd(nint had 
transferred, on Novemlier 16, 1630, his rights in the sixteen 
plays which were first licensed for publication in 1623. 
The Second Folio was reprinted from the First ; a few 
corrections were made in the text, but most of the changes 
were arbitrary and needless. Charles Fs copy is at Windsor, 
and Charles IPs at the British Museum. The ‘ Perkins 
Folio,’ now in the Duke of Devonshire’s possession, in 
which John Payne*Collier introduced forged emendations, 
was a copy of lhat of 1632. The highest price paid for a copy 
at public ai^ction is 690/., for which Mr. i’erry, of Providence, 
acquired at London, March 21, 1902, an exemplar, with the 
rare ‘ John ^methwick ’ imprint. Mr. Perry also possesses a 
Second Folio, which he privately purchased in 1905, along 
with First, Third, and Fourth Folios, for an aggregate sum of 
r 0,000/., of Mr. B. B. MacGeorge, of Glasgow ; for this copy, 
whid), had formerly been in the library of George Daniel, 
Mr. MacGeorge paid 540/. at the F"arl of Orford’s sale 
in 1895. The Third Folio - for the most part a faithful 
reprint of the Second — was first published in 1663 by 
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Peter Chetwynde, who reissued it next year with the 
addition of seven plays, six of which have no claim 
to admission among Shakespeare’s works. ‘ Unto this 
impression,’ runs the title-page of 1664, ‘is Ttdded seven 
Playes never before printed in folio, vi/. : Pericles, Prince 
of Tyre, d'he TA)ndon Prodigajj.'' ' The Hfstory of Thomas 
Ld. Cromwell. Sir John Oldcastle, Lord ('obfiam. 'The 
Puritan Widow. A Yorkshire Tragedy. The Tragedy of 
Locrine.’ The six spurious pieces were attributed by un- 
principled publishers to Shakespeare in his lifetime. Fewer 
copies of the Third Folio arc reputed to be extant than ,of 
the Second or Fourth, owing to the alleged dcstnictrion of 
many unsold impressions in the Fire of London in*i66(^. 
On June i, 1907, a copy of the 1663 impression of the 
Third Folio fetched at Sothcl)y’s the record price Qf 1,550/. 
d'he Fourth Folio, printed in 1685 ‘rbr H. Herringman,> 
E. Brewster, R. Cdiiswell, and R. Bentley,’ reprints the folio 
of 1664 without change except in the way of modernising 
the spelling ; it repeats the spurious pieces. The sum of 
215/., which was reached on December 8, 1903, is the 
highest yet paid for the Fourth Folio at public auction. 

Since 1685 some two hundred independent editions ot 
the collected works have been published in Creat Britain 
and Ireland, and many thousand editions of separate plays. 
The eighteenth -century editors of the collected works 
endeavoured with varying degrees of success to purge the 
text of the numerous incoherences of the folios, and to 
restore, where good taste or good sense required it, the lost 
text of the contemporary cpiartos. It is largely owing to 
a due co-ordination of the results of the efforts of the 
eighteenth-century editors by their successors in the present 
century that Shakespeare’s work has become intelligible to 
general readers unversed in textual criticism, ’and has won 
from them the veno^ation that it merits. 

Nicholas Rowe, a popular dramatist of Queen Anne’s 
reign, and poet laureate to George I, was the /irst critical 
editor of Shakespeare. He^ produced an edition of his 
plays in six octavo volumes in 1709, and another hattd 
added a seventh volume which included the poems 
(1710). A new edition in eight volumes followed in* 17 14 
with a supplementary ninth volume containing the poem». 
Rowe prefixed a valuable life of the poet embodying tradi- 
tions which were in danger of perishing without a record. 
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His text followed that of the Fourth F^io. The plays 
were printed in the same order ; the spurious pieces were 
a|f[ifendcd. Rowe did not compare his text with that of 
the First F#lio or of the (juartos, hut in the (ase of 

• ‘Romeo and Juliet' he met with an early (jiiarto while 
his edition was. pass in^^^l^o ugh the press, and inserted 

• at the end Sf the play the prologue whic h is met with only 
in J;he (juai^os. He made a few happy emendations, some 
of whicii coincide accidentally with the readings of the First 
Folio ; but his text is defaced by many palpable errors. 
Flis practical experience as a playwright induced him, how- 
ever, t(9 prefix for the first time a list of dramatis persofucio 
ea^h play, t® divide and number acts and scenes on rational 
principles, and to mark the entrances and exits of the 
character^ Spelling, punctuation, and grammar he corrected 
agid modernised. ♦ 

The poet l‘ope was Shakespeare's .second editor. His 
edition in six spacious quarto volumes was completed in 

• T725. The poems, edited by Dr. (leorge Sewell, with an 
essay on the rise and progress of the stage, and a glos.sary, 
appeared irf a seventh volume. Pope had few qualifications 
for the taffk, and the venture was a commercial failure. In 
his preface P^ipe, while he fully recognised Shakespeare’s 
native genius, deemed his achievement deficient in artistic 
quality. Pope claimed to have collated the text of the 
I'ourth P’olio with that of all preceding editions, and 
although his work indicates that he had access to the Idrst 
Folio and some of the quartos, it is clear that his text was 
based on that of Rowe. His innovations are numerous, 
and arc derived from ‘ his private sense and conjecture,’ but 
they are often plausible and ingenious. He was the first to 
indicate the place of^each new scene, and he improved on 
Rowe’s subdivision of the scenes. A second edition of 
Pope’s version in ten duodecimo volumes^ appeared in 1728 
with Sewell's name on the title-page as well as Pope’s. 
There were fe.w alterations in the text, though a preliminary 
table supplied a list of twenty-ef^ht quartos. Other editions 
folloived in 1735 and 1 768. The last was printed at Garrick’s 
suggestion at Birmingham from Ba.skerville’s types. 

Pop^ found a rigorous critic in Lewis Theobald, who, 
altlKJUgh contemptible as a writer of original verse and 
prose, proved himself the most inspired of all the textual 
critics of Shakespeare. Pope savagely avenged himself on 
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his censor by htilding him up to ridicule as the hero of the 
‘ Dunciad/ Theobald first displayed his critical skill in 
1726 in a volume which deserves to rank asaclassicfcin 
English literature. I'he title runs ‘ Shakesj)eairc Restored, 
or a specimen of the many errors as well committed as 
unamended by Mr. Pope in lii:?-!ate edition of this poet, 
designed not only to correct the said edition btK to restore 
the true reading of Shakespeare in all the editions ever yet 
publish’d.’ 'Phere at page 137 appears Theobald’s great 
emendation in Shakespeare’s account of FalstafTs death 
(Henry V, 11, iii. 17) : ‘ His nose was as sharp as a pen and 
a’ l)abble(l of green fields,’ in place of the reading in die 6id 
copies, ‘ His nose was as sharp as a pen and, a table of 
green fields.’ In 1733 'rhcobald brought out his edition bf 
Shakespeare in seven volumes. In 1 740 it reached a second 
issue. A third edition was published in 1752. (Ithers ar^ 
dated 1772 and 1773. It is stated that 12,860 copies in all 
were sold. Theobald made the First Folio the basis of his 
text, although he failed to adopt all the correct readings of 
that version. Over 300 original corrections or emendations 
which he made in his edition have become part und parcel 
of the authorised canon, d'heobald’s principles of textual 
criticism were as enlightened as his practice wa^ triumphant. 
‘I ever labour,’ he wrote to Warburtqn, Ho make the 
smallest deviation that I possibly can from the text ; never 
to alter at all where I can by any means explain a passage 
with sense ; nor ever by any emendation to make the 
author better when it is probable the text came from his 
own hands.’ Theobald has every right to the title of the 
Person of Shakespearean criticism. The following are 
favourable specimens of his insight. In ‘ Macbeth ’ (i. vii. 6) 
for ‘ this bank and school of time,’ he substituted the familiar 
‘ bank and .shoal of time.’ In ‘Antony andefHeopatra ’ the 
old copies (v. ii. 87) made Cleopatra say of Antony : 

For his bounty. 

There was no winter in’t ; an Anthony it was 

That grew the more by reaping. 

For the gibberish ‘ an Anthony it was,’ Theobald read ‘ an 
autumn ’twas,’ and thus gave the lines true point and ^poetry. 
A third notable instance, somewhat more recondite, is foitpd 
in ‘ Coriolanus ’ (11. i. 59-60) where Menenius asks the 
tribunes in the First Folio version ‘ what harm can your 
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besom conspectiiities [i.e. vision or eycs]\lean out of this 
character?' 'I'hcobald replaced the meaningless epithet 
Wxsom ’ by ‘ bisson ’ (i.c. purblind), a recognised Elizabethan 
word which«Shakest)eare had already employed in ‘ Mainlct’ 
(11. ii. 529). 

I'he fourth ^editor #ffr,Sir Thomas Hanmer, a country 
gentlemait* without much literary culture, but possessing a 
hy'ge measure of mother wit. He was speaker in the 
House of Commons for a few months in 1714, and retiring* 
soon afterwards from public life devoted his leisure to a 
thoroughgoing scrutiny of Shakespeare’s plays, f lis edition, 
w*hich«was the earliest to ])retend to typographical beauty, 
was printed at the Oxford University J’rcss in 1 744 in six 
quarto volumes. It contained a number of good engravings 
by Orav(^lot after designs by Francis Hayinan, ;ind was long 
dighly valued by bdok collectors. No editor’s name was 
given. In forming his text, Hanmer depended exclusively 
on his own ingenuity. He made no recourse to the old 
copies. The result was a mass of common sense emenda- 
tions, some of which have been permanently accepted. iV 
happy e.\afti]>le of his shrewdness may be (piotcd from ‘ King 
Lear,’ iii* vi. 72, where in all previous editions Edgar’s 
enumeration, of various kinds of dogs included the line 
‘ Hound or spaniel, brach or hym [or him].’ For the last 
word Hanmer substituted ‘lym,’ which was the Elizabethan 
synonym for bloodhound. Hanmer’s edition was re])rifned 
in 1770 i. 

In 1747 bishop \\kirburton produc(.‘d a revised version of 
Tope’s edition in eight volumes. Warburton was hardly 
better qualified for the task than Tope, and such improve- 
ments as he introduced are mainly borrowed from d'heobald 
and Hanmer. On ^)Oth these critics he arrogantly and 
unjustly hcapad abuse in his preface. The bishop was 
consec|uentl;^ criticised with appro[)riat(^ severity for his 
pretentious incompetence by many writers ; among them, 
by Thomas pdwards, whose ‘ Supplement to ^Varburton^s 
Edition of Shakespeare ’ first aj^peared in 1747, and, having 
beeii renamed ‘ The Canons of Criticism ’ next year in the 
third edition, passed through as many as seven editions by 

1765- . 

Jlr. Johnson, the sixth editor, completed his edition in 
eight volumes in 1765, and a second issue followed three years 
later. Although he made some indetiendent collation of 
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the quartos, his^textual labours were slight, and his verbal 
notes show little close knowledge of sixteenth and seven- 
teenth century literature. But in his preface and elsewk»re 
he displays a genuine, if occasionally slug^\sh, sense of 
Shakespeare’s greatness, and his massive sagacity enabled 
him to indicate convincingly ^Tit/akespeare’s triumphs ol 
characterisation. ‘ * 

I'he seventh editor, Edward Capell, advanced on Jiis 
predecessors in many respects. He was a clumsy writer, 
and Johnson declared, with some justice, that he ‘gabbled 
monstrously,’ but his collation of the cpiartos and the First 
and Second Folios w^as conducted on more thorough and 
scholarly methods than those of any of his predc(^essqrs, 
not excepting 'Theobald. His industry was untiring, and 
he is said to have transcribed the whole of Sljakespeare 
ten times. CapelTs edition appeareo^ in ten small octava 
volumes in 1768. He showed himself well versed in 
Elizabethan literature in a volume of notes which appeared 
in 1774, and in three further volumes, entitled ‘Notes, 
Various Readings, and the School of Sliakespeare,’ which 
were not published till 1783, two years aftei® his death. 
'The last volume, ‘The School of Shakespeare,’ censisted of 
‘ authentic extracts from divers English book,s that w^ere in 
print in that author’s time,’ to which was appended ‘ Notitia 
1 )ramatica ; or, 'Fables of Ancient Plays (from their begin- 
ning to the Restoration of Charles II).’ 

Ceorge Stcevens, whose saturnine humour involved 
him in a lifelong series of literary quarrels with rival students 
of Shakespeare, made invaluable contributions to Shake- 
spearean study. In 1766 he reprinted twenty of the plays 
from the ([uartos. Soon afterwards he revised Johnson’s 
edition without much assistance froin^'dlic Doctor, and his 
revision, which embodied numerous improveiaients, appeared 
in ten volumes jin 1773. It wxis long regarded as the 
standard version. Steevens’s antiquarian knowledge alike of 
Elizabethan history and literature was greater than that of 
any previous editor ; his citations of parallel passages from 
the writings of Shakespeare’s contemporaries, in elucidation 
of obscure words and phrases, have not been exceeded in 
number or excelled in aptness by any of his su^xessors. 
All commentators of recent times arc more deeply indebted 
in this department of their labours to Stcevens than to any 
other critic. But he lacked taste as well as temper, and 
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excluded from his edition Shakespeare’s sOiVnets and poems, 
because, he wrote, ‘ the strongest Act of rarliament that 
Cixald be framed would fail to compel readers into their 
service.’ 'I'iie second edition of Johnson and Steevens’s 
version appeared in ten volumes in 1778. The third edition, 
published in ten volumcf?^ *785, was revised by Steevens’s 
liriend, IsaHc Reed (1742 * 807), a scholar of his own type. 
'IJie fourth and last edition, puldished in Stcevens’s lifetime, 
was prepai'^d by himself in fifteen volumes in 1793. As> 
lie grew older he made some reckless changes in the text, 
chiefly with the unhallowed object of mystifying those 
e*Tgag^d in the same field. With a malignity that was not 
witho^iit hiynour, he sup[)lied, too, many obscene notes to 
coarse expressions, and he pretended that he owed his 
indecencies to one or other of two highly respectable 
clergymen, Richard* Amner and John ('ollins, whose sur- 
names were in each instance a{)[)ended. He had known 
and quarrelled with both. Such proofs of his perversity 
justified the title which Gifford applied to him of ‘ the Puck 
of Commentators.’ 

Edmutid Malone, who lacked .Steevens’s (juick wit and 
incisive ^ityle, was a laborious and amiable archaeologist, 
without iTRK^ ear for poetry or delicate literary taste. He 
threw abundance; of new light on Shakespeare’s biography 
and on the chronology and sources of his works, while his 
researches into the beginnings of the English stage added a 
new chapter of first-rate importance to Jilnglish literary 
history. To Malone is due the first rational ‘attem|:)t to 
ascertain the order in which the plays attributed to vShake- 
speare were written.’ His earliest results on the topic were 
contributed to Steevens’s edition of 1778. 'J’wo years later 
he published, as if supplement to Stcevens’s work, two 
volumes continuing a history of the Elizabethan stage, with 
reprints oEArlhur Brooke’s ‘ Romeus and Juliet,’ Shake- 
speare’s Poem.s, and the plays falsely ascribed to him in the 
Third and F9urth Folios. A quarrel with Steevens followed, 
and was never closed. In i7t''>7 Malone issued ‘A Disserta- 
tion on the Three Parts of King Henry VJ,’ tending to 
show that those plays were not originally written by Shake- 
spearq^ In 1790 appeared his edition of Shakespeare in 
te^p volumes, the first in two parts. 

What is known among booksellers as the ‘ First 
Variorum’ edition of Shakespeare was prepared by 
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Steevens’s friei^, Isaac Reed, after Steevens’s death. It 
was based 011 a copy of Stcevens’s work of 1793, which had 
been enriched with numerous manuscript additions, and^i-t 
embodied the published notes and prefaces f>{ preceding 
editors. It was published in twenty -one volumes in 1803. 
The ‘Second Variorum’ editioi^:7*'Which was mainly a reprint 
of the first, wa^ published in twenty-one voluntcs in 
The ‘ Third Variorum ’ was t)repared for the press by James 
' Boswell the younger, the son of Dr. Johnson V biographer. 
It was Ijased on Malone’s edition of J790, but included 
massive accumulations of notes left in manuscript by 
Malone at his death. Malone had been long engaged’bn 
a revision of his edition, but died in 1812, before Jt was 
completed. Boswell’s ‘ Malone,’ as the new work is oftSn 
called, appeared in twenty-one volumes in 1821. It is the 
most valuable of all collective editions of Sha^espeare^.^ 
works, but the three volumes of preliminary essays on 
vShakespeare s biography and writings, and the illustrative 
notes brought together in the final volume, are confusedly 
arranged and are unindexed ; many of the essays and 
notes break off abruptly at the point at which they were left 
at Malone’s death. A new ‘ Variorum ’ edition, 6)n an ex- 
haustive scale, was undertaken by Mr. IT. Hepvard Furness 
of Philadelphia, and fourteen volumes have appeared since 
1871 (‘Romeo and Juliet,’ ‘ Macbeth,’ ‘Hamlet,’ 2 vols., 

‘ King Lear,’ ‘ Othello,’ ‘ Merchant of Venice,’ ‘ As You 
lake It,’ ‘ Tempest,’ ‘ Midsummer Night’s Dream,’ ‘ Winter’s 
dale,’ ‘Much Ado,’ ‘Twelfth Night,’ and ‘Love’s Labour’s 
Lost ’). 

Of nineteenth-century editors who have prepared collec- 
tive editions of Shakespeare’s works with original annota- 
tions those who have most successfuffy pursued the great 
traditions of the eighteenth century are Alexander Dyce, 
Floward Staunton, Nikolaus Delius, the Cambpdge editors 
William George Clark (1821 -1878) and Dr. Aldis Wright, 
and the editors of the ‘ Bankside ’ edition of Ijjlew York. 

Alexander Dyce was almost as well read as Steevens in 
Pdizabethan literature, and especially in the drama o4 the 
period, and his edition of Shakespeare in nine volumes, 
which was first published in 1857, has many n^w and 
valuable illustrative notes and a few good textual emenda- 
tions, as well as a useful glossary ; but Dyce’s annotations 
are not always adequate, and often tantalise the reader by 
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their brevity. Howard Staunloii’s edition first appeared 
in three voliinievS between iH68 and 1870. He also was 
well read in contem])orary literature and was an acute 
textual critfe. His introductions bring together much 
interesting stage histoi^'. ^ Nikolaus Delius’s edition was 
issued at ,pll)ei*feld in se\»en volumes between 1854 and 
1861. Delius’s text is formed on sound critical principles 
and is to »l]e trusted thoroughly. A fifth edition in two 
volumes appeared in 1882. The Cambridge edition, which* 
first appeared in nine volumes between 1863 and 1866, 
exhaustively notes the textual variations of all preceding 
editions, and supplies the best and apparatus criticus. 

(‘Of hew etlitions, one dated 1887 is also in nine volumes, 
and another, dated 1893, in forty volumes.) In America 
the mo5^ valuable of recent contributions to the textual 
fetudy of Shakespeail' is the ‘Jkinkside’ edition, the first 
volume of which was publi.shed by the Shakespeare Society 
of New York in 1888. Twenty-one plays have already 
appeared, each in a separate volume, under the general 
editorship, of Mr. Ap[)leton Morgan, prefaced by a critical 
essay from the pen of a Shakespearean scholar of repute. 
Of the twenty-one selected plays, sixteen were printed in 
(juarto befofe the publication of the First I'clio, and five 
were based on older plays by other hands, which were also 
published in quarto before the h irst h’olio. In the ‘ Bank- 
side ’ edition the First Folio versions and the earlier (|uarto 
versions are printed in full, face to face, on parallel pages. 
A ‘Sequel’ to the ‘Bank.side’ edition, published in 1894, 
treats in similar fashion the First FYlio text of the ‘ ( "omedy 
of Errors ’ and the text of the Globe edition. 

Other editors of^ the complete works of Shakespeare of 
the nineteenth century whose labours, although of some 
value, present fewer distinctive characteristics, are : William 
Harness (r-6 2 5, 8 vols.) ; Samuel Welldr Singer (1826, to 
vols., printed at the Chiswick Press for William Pickering, 
illustrated by Stothard and others; rei.s.sued in J856 with 
essays by William Watkiss Lloyd) ; Charles Knight, with 
di^ursive notes and pictorial illustrations by William 
Harvey, F. W. Fairholt, and others (‘ Pictoml edition,’ 
8 vol^, including biography and the doubtful plays, 1838 43, 
often reissued under different designations) ; Bryan Waller 
Procter, i.e. Barry Cornwall (1839-43, 3 vols.), illustrated by 
Kenny Meadows; John Payne Collier (1841-4, 8 vols. ; 
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another edition, 8 vols., privately printed, 1878, 4to) ; 
Gulian Cromnielin Verplanck (1786-1870), Vice-Chancellor 
of the University of New York (New York, in serial part<?* 
1844-6, and in 3 vols. 8vo, 1847, with woc^dcuts after 
previously published designs of Meadows, William 

Harvey, and others); Samuel Phelps, the\actoj^ (1852 4, 
2 vols. ; another edition, 1882 -4) ; J. O. Halliwell (1853 6 1, 
15 vols. folio, with an encyclopicdic collection, of annota- 
tions of earlier editors and pictorial illustrations) ; Richard 
Grant White (Boston, U.S. A., 1857-65, 12 vols.); W. J. 
Rolfe (New York, 1871 96, 40 vols.); the Rev. H. N. 
Hudson (the Harvard edition, Boston, r88i, 20 Vols.) 
The latest complete annotated editions are ^ Tlie Henry 
Irving Shakespeare,’ edited by V. A. Marshall and others — 
especially useful for notes on stage history (8 vols. i888- 
1890); ‘The Temple Shakespeare,’ concisely edited by*" 
Mr. Israel Gollancz (40 vols. 121110, 1894-6); and ‘The 
Eversley Shakespeare,’ edited by Brofessor C. H. TIerford 
(10 vols. 8vo, 1899). 

Of one- volume editions of the unannotated tex^,, the best 
are the Globe, edited by W. G. Clark and Dr. Aldis Wright 
(1864, and constantly reprinted — since 1891 witli a new 
and useful glossary) ; the Leopold (1876), froiif the text of 
Delius, with preface by Dr. h'nrnivall ; and the Oxford, 
edited by Mr. W. J. Craig (1894). 



XVIII 

POSTflUMOlK KEPUTA TION 

vShakt^pkark defied at every stage in his earecr the laws of 
ti^ ckssicn4 drama. He rode roughshod ovei* the unities 
of time, place, and action, d'here were critics in his day 
who zeali)usly championed the ancient rules, and viewed 
with distrust any infringement of them. Jlut the force of 
Shakespeare’s genius — its revelation of new methods of 
dramatic art — was not lost on the lovers of the ancient 
ways ; and even those who, to assuage their consciences, 
entered a formal protest against his innovations, soon swelled 
the chorus of praise with which his work was welcomed by 
contemporary playgoers, cultured and uncultured alike. 

The unauthorised publishers of ^ Troilus and Cressida’in 
t6o8 faithfully echoed public opinion when they prefaced 
the work with the note: ‘This author^s comedies are so 
framed to the life that they serve for the most common 
commentaries of all actions of our lives, showing such a 
dexterity and power of wit that the most displeased with 
plays are pleased with his comedies. ... So much and 
such savoured salt of wit is in his comedies that they seem for 
their height of plea^re to be born in the sea that brought 
forth Venus.’ 

Anticipating the final verdict, the editors of the First 
Folio wrote^ seven years after Shakespeat^’s death : ‘ These 
plays have had their trial already and stood out all appeals.’ 

Ben Jonsouf the staunchest champion of classical canons, Ben 
noted that Shakespeare ‘ wanted art,’ but he allowed him in Jonson’s 
verji^s, prefixed to the First Folio, the first place among all trifnite. 
dramatists, including those of (Jreece and Rome, and 
claimed that atl Europe owed him homage : 

* Triumph, my Britain, thou hast one to show, 

To whom all scenes [i.e. stages] of Europe homage owe. 

He was not of an age, but for ail time. 
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, In 1630 Milton^penned in like strains an epitaph on Hhe 
great heir of fame : ’ 

Wluit needs my Shakes}K':ire for his lionoured h{_)ncs 
The lal)our of an age in piled sl(»nes? 

Or that liis halhmed rcliqncs slioiild l)c Ind 
Under a star-ypointing pyrau/M*?' 

Dear son of memory, great lieir of fame, 

Wliat need’st thou such weak witness of thy name? 

Tlioii in our wonder and astonishment i 

Hast Imilt thyself a lifelong monument. 

A writer of fine insight who veiled liimself under the 
initials I. M. S. contributed to the Second Folio of ^>32 a 
splendid eulogy. 'Fhc opening lines declare ‘Shakespeare’s 
freehold ’ to have been 

A mind reflecting ages past, whose clear 
And equal surface can make things appear 
Distant a thousand years, and represent 
Them in their lively colours’ just extent. 

It was his faculty 

To outrun liasty time, retrieve the fates. 

Roll back the heavens, blow ope the iron gate^ 

Of death and Lethe, where (confused) lie 
Great heaps of ruinous mortality. 

Milton and I. M. S. were followed within ten years by critics 
of tastes so varied as the dramatist of domesticity Thomas 
Hi^ywood, the gallant lyrist Sir John Suckling, the philo- 
sophic and ‘ ever-mcmorable ’ John Hales of Eton, and the 
untiring versifier of the stage and court, Sir William 
D’Avenant. Before 1640 Hales is said to have triumphantly 
established, in a public dispute held with men of learning in 
his rooms at Eton, the proposition that ‘ there was no 
subject of which any poet ever writ but he coaid produce it 
much better done in Shakespeare.’ Leonard Digges (in the 
1640 edition of the ‘Poems’) asserted that every revival 
of Shakespeare’s plays drew crowds to pit, boxes, and 
galleries alike. At a little later date, Shakespeare’s plays 
were the ‘closet companions ’ of Charles I’s ‘solitudes.’® 
i66o~ After the Restoration public taste in England veered 

towards the French and classical dramatic models. Shake- 
" speare’s work was subjected to some unfavourable criticism 
as the product of nature to the exclusion of art, but the 
eclipse proved more partial and temporary than is commonly 
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admitted. The pedantic censure of Thomas Rymer on the 
score of Shakespeare’s indiffereiK'c to the classical canons 
attracted attention, but awoke in JCngland no substantial 
echo. In 'Jiis ‘Short View of Tragedy’ (1692) Rymer 
mainly concentrated his attention on ‘ Othello,’ ancl reached 
the eccentric conclusion tru>t it was ‘a bloody farce without 
s!dt or savour.’ In Pepys’s eyes ‘ 'Fhe Tempest ’ had ‘no 
great wit,’ vand ‘ Midsummer Night’s Dream ’ was ‘ the most 
insipid an 3 ridiculous play ; ’ yet this exacting critic* 
witnessed thirty-six performances of twelve of Shakespeare’s 
pJay^ between October it, 1660, and February 6, t 66<S 9, 
seeing ‘ Hamlet ’ four times, and ‘Macbeth,’ which he 
a^lmiKed tT) be ‘a most excellent play for variety,’ nine 
times. Dryden, the literary dictator of the day, repeatedly Dryden’s 
complaii^ed of Shakespeare’s inequalities- -‘ he is the very view. 
<Janus of poets.’ Bflt in almost the same breath Dryden 
declared that Shakes[)eare was held in as much veneration 
among Englishmen as /Eschyliis among the Athenians, and 
that ‘ he was the man who of all modern and perhaps ancient 
poets had^the largest and most comprehensive soul. . . . 

When he describes anything, you more than see it you 
feel it tdo.’ In 1693, when Sir Godfrey Kneller presented 
Dryden witba copy of the Cdiandos portrait of Shakesp(‘are, 
the poet acknowledged the gift thus : 

TO SIR GODFREY KNELLER. 

Shakspear^ ihy Giift, I place before iny sight ; 

With awe, I ask his Blessing ere I write ; 

With Reverence look on his Majcstick Face ; 

Proud to 1)0 less, hut of his Ciodlike Race. 

Ilis Soul Inspires me, while thy I’raise I write, 

And I, like Teucer, under Ajax fight. 

m 

Writers of Charles IPs reign of such opposite temperaments 
as Margaret •Cavendish, Duchess of Newcastle, and Sir 
Charles Sedley vigorously argued #for Shakespeare’s 
supremacy. As a girl the sober duchess declares she fell in 
love with Shakespeare. In her ‘Sociable Letters,’ which 
were published in 1664, sh(? enthusiastically, if diffusely, 
described how Shakespeare creates the illusion that he had 
been ‘ transformed into every one of those persons he hath 
described,’ afid suffered all their emotions. When she 
witnessed one of his tragedies she felt persuaded that she 
was witnessing an episode in real life. ‘ Indeed,’ she 
concludes, ‘ Shakespeare had a clear judgment, a quick wit. 
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a subtle observktion, a deep apprehension, and a most 
eloquent elocution.^ 1’he profligate Sedley, in a prologue 
to the ‘ Wary Widdow,’ a comedy by one Higden, prodii&d 
in 1693, apostrophised Shakespeare thus : " 

Shackspear whose fniilfull .is, happy wit 

Was fram’d and finisht at a'lucky hit ' r 

The pride of Nature, and llie shame of Schools, 

Porn to Create, and not to Learn from Rules. 

Many adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays were contrived 
to meet current sentiment of a less admirable type. Bijt 
they failed efficiently to supersede the originals. T?Vyden 
and D’ Avenant converted ‘ 1'he 'rempest ’ into* an oper^ 
(1670). D’Avenant single-handed adapted ‘The Two 
Noble Kinsmen’ (1668) and ‘Macbeth’ (1674). ^ Dryden 
dealt similarly with ‘Troiliis’ (1679) ; Thomas Duffett with* 
‘The Tempest’ (1675); Shadwell with ‘Timon’ (1678); 
Nahum Tate with ‘ Richard II’ (1681), ‘ Lear ’ (t68t), and 
‘Coriolanus’ (1682); John Crowne with ‘Henry VI’ 
(j68i) ; D’Urfey with ‘Cymbeline’ (1682); Kavenscroft 
with ‘ Titus Andronicus’ (1687) ; Otway with ‘ Rbmeo and 
Juliet’ (1692) ; and John Sheffield, Duke of Buckingham, 
with ‘Julius Qesar ’ (1692). But during the same period 
the chief actor of the day, Thomas Betterton, won his spurs 
as the interpreter of Shakespeare’s leading parts, often in 
unrevised versions, Hamlet was accounted that actor’s 
masterpiece. ‘ No succeeding tragedy for several years,’ 
wrote Downes, the prompter at Betterton’s theatre, ‘got 
more reputation or money to the company than this.’ 

From the accession of Queen Anne to the present day 
the tide of Shakespeare’s reputation, bot^h on the stage and 
among critics, has flowed onward almost uninterruptedly. 
The censorious critic, John Dennis, in his Letters ’ on 
Shakespeare’s ‘genius,’ gave his work in 1711 whole-hearted 
commendation, and two of the greatest men of letters of the 
eighteenth century, Tope and Johnson, although they did 
not withhold all censure, paid him, as we have seen, the 
homage of becoming his editors. The school of textual 
criticism which Theobald and Capell founded in the middle 
years of the century has never ceased its activity sincodheir 
day. Edmund Malone’s devotion at the end of th« 
eighteenth century to the biography of the poet and the 
contemporary history of the stage secured for hipi a vast 
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hand of disciples, of whom Joseph Hunter and John Payne 
("oilier well deserve mention. Put of all Malone's suc^ 
cessors, James Orchard Halliwell, afterwards llalliwell- 
^.Philli|)ps (1820 1889), has made the most important 
additions to our knowledge of Shakespeare’s biography. 

Mcanwlnle, at the hegin»ing of the nineteenth century, 

• there arose a third school to expound exclusively the 
aesthetic excellence of the plays. In its inception the 
iesthetic school owed much to the methods of Schlegel and ' 
other admiring critics of Shakespeare in Oermany. Put 
Coleridge in his ‘ Notes and Lectures ’ and Ha/.litt in his 
‘ (Jhariffcters of Shakespeare’s i)lays ’ (1817) arc the best 
refiresentatit'cs of the aesthetic school in this or any other 
country. Although Professor Dowden, in his ‘ Shnkes[)eare, 
his Mind^nd Art’ (1874), and Mr. Swinburne in his ‘Study 
of Shakes])eare ’ (t883), are worthy followers, Coleridge and 
Ha^litt remain as (esthetic criti(‘s unsurpassed. In the 
effort to su[)ply a fuller interjuTtation of Shakespeare’s works 
■ — textual, historical, and (esthetic — two publishing societies 
have done much valualiie work. ‘ 'Phe Shakespeare Society ’ 
was founded in 1841 by Collier, Tlalliwell, and their friends, 
and piiblffshed some forty-eight volumes before its dissolu- 
tion in 1853:- "J’he New Shakspore Society, which was 
founded by J)r. Farnivall in 1874, issued during the ensuing 
twenty years twenty-seven publications, illustrative mainly 
of the text and of contemporary life and literature. 

In 1769 Shakespeare’s ‘jubilv'c’ was celebrated for three Stratford 
days (September 6-8) at .Stratford, under the direction of Lsiivals. 
(Garrick, Dr. Arne, and Boswell. The festivities were 
repeated on a small scale in April 1827 and April 1830. 

‘The Shakespeare tercentenary festival,’ which was held at 
Stratford from April 23 to May 4, 1864, claimed to be a 
national celebnltion. 

On the English stage the name of evpry eminent actor On the 
since Betterton, the great actor of the period of the I'ngiish 
Restoration, has been identified with Shakespearean parts. 

Steele, writing in the ‘ Tatler ’^(No. 167) in reference to 
Betterton’s funeral in the cloisters of Westminster Abbey on 
May 2, 1710, instanced his rendering of Othello as proof of 
an unsurpassable talent in realising Shakespeare’s subtlest 
cor/ceptions on the stage. One great and welcome innova- 
tion in Shakespearean acting is closely associated with 
Betterton’s name. He encouraged the substitution, which 
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Killigrew inaugu^ted, of women for boys in female parts. 
T'he first role that was professionally rendered hy a woman 
in a public theatre was that of Desdemona in ‘Othefiti/ 
apparently on December 8, r66o. T'homas J(?rdan, a very 
humble poet, wrote a prologue to notify the new procedure, 
and referred to the absurdity of^he^bld custom : 

For to speak truth, men act, that are between 

Forty and fifty, wenches of fifteen, * 

' With bone so large and nerve so uncompliant, 

When you call Desdemona, enter Giant. 

T'he actress on the occasion is said to have bccFi Mrs. 
Margaret Hughes, Prince Rupert’s mistress ; liuUBettertoia’s 
wife, who was at first known on the stage as Mrs. Saunderson, 
was the first actress to present a series of Shakespe^^re’s great 
female characters. Mrs. Betterton ^gave her husband 
powerful support, from 1663 onwards, in such roles as 
Ophelia, Juliet, Queen Katliarine, and Lady Macbeth. 
Betterton formed a school of actors who carried on his 
traditions for many years after his death. Robert Wilks 
(1670 -1732) as Hamlet, and Barton Booth (i68*[-t 733) as 
Henry VI 1 1 and Hotspur, were popularly acccxintcd no 
unworthy successors. Colley Cibber (t 671-1 1^57) as actor, 
theatrical manager, and dramatic critic, was both a loyal 
disciple of Betterton and a lover of Shakespeare, though his 
vanity and his faith in the ideals of the Restoration incited 
him to perpetrate many outrages on Shakespeare’s text when 
pireparing it for theatrical representation. His notorious 
adaptation of ‘ Richard HI,’ which was first produced in 
1700, long held the stage to the exclusion of the original 
version. 

Towards the middle of the eighteenth century all earlier 
efforts to interpret Shakespeare in the t:)iQyhouse were 
eclipsed in publip esteem by the concentrg,ted energy 
and intelligence of David Garrick. Garrick’s enthusiasm 
for the poet and his histrionic genius riveted Shakespeare’s 
hold on public taste. His 'tlaim to have restored to the 
stage the text of Shakespeare — purified of Rcstoraition 
defilements— cannot be allowed without serious qualifica- 
tions. Garrick had no scruple in presenting plays of 
Shakespeare in versions that he or his friends had recklessly 
garbled. He supplied ‘ Romeo and Juliet ’ with a happy 
ending ; he converted the ‘ Teaming of The Shrew ’ into the 
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farce of ‘Katharine and Petruchio/ 175^; he introduced 
radical changes in ‘ Antony and Cleopatra/ ‘ Two Centlemen 
<if®Verona,’ ‘ Cyinbeline/ and ‘Midsummer Night’s Dream.’ 
Nevertheless, no actor has won an equally exalted reputation 
in so vast and varied a repertory of Shakespearean roles. 

His triupiphant a* Ivjchard III in 1741 was followed 
Hy equally^uccessful performancesof Hamlet, Lear, Macbeth, 
f^ing John, Romeo, Henry IV, Tago, l.eontes, Benedick, 
and Antofty in ‘ Antony and Cleopatra.’ Garrick was* 
not quite undeservedly buried in Westminster Abbey on 
February i, 1779, at the foot of Shakespeare’s statue. 

Garrick was ably seconded by Mrs. Clive (1711 1785), 
Mrs.^Ciblj^r (1714-1766), and Mrs. Pritchard (1711 1768). 

]flrs. Cibber as Constance in ‘ King John,’ and Mrs. Pritchard 
in Lady ^Macbeth, excited something of the same enthusiasm 
^as Garrick in Ricliard HI and Lear. 1 'here were, too, 
(X)ntempornry ('ritics who judged rival actors to show in 
certain parts powers ccjual, if not superior, to those 01 
Garrick. Charles Macklin (1697? 1797) for nearly half a 
century, from 1 735 to 1785, gave many hundred performances 
Df a masterly rendering of Shylock. The character had, for 
many yaars previous to Macklin’s assumption of it, been 
allotted to cymic actors, but Macklin effectively concentrated 
his energy on the tragic significance of the part with an 
effect that Garrick could not surpass. Macklin was also 
reckoned successful in Polonius and lago. John Hender- 
son, the Bath Roscius (1747-1785), who, like Garrick, was 
buried in ^Vestminster Abbey, derived immense popularity 
from his representation of f'alstaff ; while in subordinate 
characters like Mercutio, Slender, Jaques, 'fouchstone, and 
Sir Toby Belch, John Palmer (1742?-! 798) was held to 
approach perfection? But Garrick was the accredited chief 
of the theatrical profession until his death. He was then 
succeeded jn his place of jiredominance by John Philip 
Kemble, wno derived invaluable support from his association 
with one abjpr than himself, his sister, Mrs. Siddons. 

Somewhat stilted and dec 4 amatory in speech, Kemble John 
enacted a wide range of characters of Shakespearean tragedy I’hilip 
with a dignity that won the admiration of Pitt, Sir Walter 
Scott,, Charles Lamb, and Leigh Hunt. Coriolanus was 
regarded as his masterpiece, but his renderings of Hamlet, ^ 
King John, Wolsey, the Duke in ‘Measure for Measure,’ 
Leontes, and Brutus satisfied the most exacting canons of 
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contemporary theatrical criticism. Kemble’s sister, Mrs. 
Siddons, was the greatest actress that Shakespeare’s country- 
men have known. Her noble and awe-inspiring presentaa^n 
of Lady Macbeth, her Constance, her Quee’i Katharine, 
have, according to the best testimony, not been ecjualled 
even by the achievements of the'^em’.nent actresses of France. 

During the present century the most conspicuous 
histrionic successes in Shakespearean drama have been won 
by Edmund Kean, whose triumphant rendering of Shylock 
on his first appearance at I )rury l.ane Theatre on January 26, 
1814, is one of the most stirring incidents in the history 
of the ICnglish stage. Kean defied the rigid convention of 
tlie ‘ Kemble School,’ and gave free rein to his, impetuous 
passions. Besides Shylock, he excelled in Richard 111, 
Othello, Hamlet, and Lear. No less a critic than Coleridge 
declared that to see him act was like .reading Shakespeare 
by Hashes of lightning.’ Among other Shakespearean 
actors of Kean’s period a high place was allotted by public 
esteem to Oeorge Frederick Cooke (1756-1811), whose 
Richard 111, first given in London at Covent Garden 
Theatre, October 31, 1801, was accounted his masterjiiece. 
Charles Lamb, writing in 1822, declared that of all the 
actors who flourished in his time, Robert IJensley ‘ had 
most of the swell of soul,’ and Lamb gave with a fine 
enthusiasm in his ‘ Essays of IClia ’ an analysis (which has 
become classit'al) of Hensley’s performance of Malvolio.. 
But Hensley’s {lowers were rated more moderately by more 
experienced playgoers. Laml)’s praises of Mrs. Jordan ( 1 762- 
1816) in Ophelia, Helena, and Viola in ‘Twelfth Night,’ 
are corroborated by the eulogies of Hazlitt and Leigh 
Hunt. In the part of Rosalind Mrs. Jordan is reported 
on all sides to have beaten Mrs. Siddons out of the field. 

The torch thus lit by Garrick, by the Ker^bles, by Kean 
and his contemporaries was worthily kept alive, by William 
Charles Macready, a cultivated and conscientious actor, 
who, during a professional career of more thiyi forty years 
(1810 1851), assumed every great jiart in Shakespearean 
tragedy. Although Macready lacked the classical bearing 
of Kemble or the intense passion of Kean, he won as the 
interpreter of Shakespeare the whole-hearted suffrages ot 
the educated public. Macready’s chief associate in wonten 
characters was Helen Faucit (1820-1898, afterwards Lady 
Martin), whose refined impersonations of Imogen, Beatrice, 
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Juliet, and Rosalind form an attractiv^ chapter in the 
history of the stage. 

♦ •The most notable tribute paid to Shakespeare by any 
actor-manager of recent times was paid by Samuel Phelps 
(1804 -1878), who gave during his tenure of Sadler’s Wells 
Theatre. betweeji 1844 «nd;i862 competent representations 
«f all the plays save six ; only ‘ Richard II,’ the three parts 
of ‘ Henr^ VI,’ ‘ Troilus and Cressida,’ and ‘Titus 
Andronicuf’ were omitted. The ablest actress wha 
appeared with Phelps at Sadler’s AVells was Mrs. Warner 
(1804-1854), who had jneviously sup[)orted Macready in 
many*vShakcspearean dramas, and was a partner in Phelps’s 
Shal^^'specyrean speculation in the early days of the venture. 
Sir Plenry Irving, who since 1878 has been ably seconded 
by Miss^Ellen deny, has revived at the l.yceum Theatre 
.between 1874 and Uic present time eleven plays (‘ Hamlet,’ 
‘Macbeth,’ ‘Othello,’ ‘Richard III,’ ‘ d'he Merchant of 
Venice,’ ‘ Much Ado about Nothing,’ ‘ Twelfth Night,’ 
‘ Romeo and Juliet,’ ‘ King J.car,’ ‘ Henry \TH,’ and 
‘ Cymbeline ’), and has given all of them every advantage 
that thef can derive from thoughtful acting as well as 
from la\iish scenic elaboration. ‘Hamlet’ in 1874-5 and 
‘ Macbeth ’jn 1888 9 were each i)crformed by Sir Henry 
Irving for 200 nights in uninterrupted succession ; these 
are the longest continuous runs that any of Shakespeare’s 
plays are known to have enjoyed. But theatrical revivals 
of ])lays of Shakespeare are in England intermittent, and no 
theatrical manager since Phelps’s retirement has sought 
systematically to illustrate on the stage the full range of 
Shakespeareati drama. Ear more in this direction has been 
attempted in Germany. In one res[)ect the history of 
recent Shakesi)eare!ln representations can be viewed by the 
literary student with umpialilied satisfaction. Although 
some charges of text or some rearrangement of the scenes 
are found imperative in all thealricaf representations of 
Shakespearg, a growing public sentiment in England and 
elsewhere has for many years fo-vou red as loyal an adherence 
todhe authorised version of the'plays as ispracticable on the 
part of theatrical managers ; and the evil traditions of the 
stage, which 6anctioned the perversions of the eighteenth 
century are happily wcllnigh extinct. 

Music and art in England owe much to Shakespeare’s 
influence From Thomas Morley, Purcell, Matthew Locke, 
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and Arne to William l.inley, Sir Henry Bishop, and Sir 
Arthur Sullivan, every distinguished musician has sought to 
improve on his predecessor’s setting of one or mord^of 
Shakespeare’s songs, or has composed concer,ted music in 
illustration of some of his dramatic themes. In art, the 
publisher John Boydell orgaimed» in i7<S7 a scheme for 
illustrating scenes in Shakespeare’s work by t?iie greatest 
living English artists. Some fine pictures were the resylt. 

, A hundred and sixty-eight were painted in all, and the 
artists, whom Boydell employed, included Sir Joshua 
Reynolds, (leorge Romney, Thomas Stothard, John Opie, 
Benjamin West, James Barry, and Henry Euseli. All the 
pictures were exhibited from time to time between 17^9 and 
1804 at a gallery specially built for the purpose in Pall Mall, 
and in 1802 Boydell published a collection of engravings of 
the chief pictures. The great series 4)f paintings was d\^ 
persed by auction in 1805. Few eminent artists of later 
date, from Daniel Maclise to Sir John Millais, have lacked 
the aml)ition to interpret some scene or character of Shake- 
spearean drama. 

In In America no less enthusiasm for Shake^^pearc has 

America, been manifested than in England. Editors and cjitics are 
hardly less numerous there, and some ('rjticism from 
American pens, like that of James Russell Lowell, has 
reached the highest literary level. Nowhere, perhaps, has 
more labour been devoted to the study of his works than 
that given by Mr. H. H. Furness of Philadelphia to the 
preparation of his ‘ New Variorum ’ edition. The Barton 
collection of Shakespeareana in the Boston Public Library 
is one of the most valuable extant, and the elaborate cata- 
logue (1878-80) contains some 2,500 entries. First of 
Shakespeare’s plays to be represented in America, ‘ Richard 
111 ’was performed in New York in March^i75o. More 
recently Junius Brutus Booth (1796 -1852), Edwin Forrest 
(1806-1892), JohiPEdward McCullough, Forrest’s dhsciple 
(1837-1885), Edwin Booth, Junius Brutus Booth’s son 
(1833-1893), Charlotte Cushman (1816-1876), and Miss 
Ada Rehan (A 1859) hav6 maintained on the American 
stage the great traditions of Shakespearean acting ; while 
Mr. E. A. Abbey has devoted high artistic gifts to piptorial 
representation of scenes from the plays. o 

Trans- The Bible, alone of literary compositions, has been 

lations. translated more frequently or into a greater number of 
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languages than the works of Shakespeare. The progress of 
his reputation in Germany, Trance, Italy, and Russia was 
j^iewhat slow at the outset. But in Germany the poet has In 
received for^ncarly a century and a half a recognition scarcely (Germany, 
less pronounced than that accorded him in America and in 
his owi\ country. Th^e^pf Shakespeare’s plays, now in 
tiie ZurichPLil)rary, were brought thither by J. R. Hess from 
Epgland in 1614. As early as 1626 ^ Hamlet,’ ‘ Ring Lear,’ 
and ‘ Rom(?o and Juliet’ were acted at Dresden, and a" 
version of ‘ The laming of The Shrew ’ was played there and 
elsewhere at the end of the seventeenth century. But such 
lu^ntion of Shakespeare as is found in German literature 
between tTvIo and 1740 only indicates a knowledge on the 
pXrt of German readers either of 1 )ryden’s criticisms or of 
the accenmts of him printed in English encyclopedias. 

7'he earliest sign of a direct acquaintance with the plays is 
a poor translation of \Iulius Csesar’ into German by Baron 
C. W. von Borck, formerly Prussian minister in London, 
which was published at Berlin in 1741. A wwse rendering 
of ‘ Romeo and Juliet ’ followed in 1758. Meanwhile J. C. 
Gottsched^ 1 700-66), an influential man of letters, warmly 
denounce Shakespeare in a review of von Borck’s effort in 
‘ Beitrage zu|;deutschen Sprache’ and elsewhere. Lessing 
came without delay to Shakespeare’s rescue, and set his re- 
putation, in the estimation of the German public, on that 
exalted pedestal which it has not ceased to occupy. It was 
in 1759, in a journal entitled * Litteraturbriefe,’ that Lessing 
first claimed for Shakespeare superiority, not only to the 
French dramatists Racine and Corneille, who hitherto had 
dominated European taste, but to all ancient or modern 
poets. Lessing’s doctrine, which he developed in his 
‘ Hamburgische Draiftaturgie ’ (Hamburg, 1767, 2 vols. 8vo) 
was at once ac^iepted by the poet Johann Gottfried Herder 
in the ‘Blatter von deutschen Art und Kunst,’ 1771. 
Christopher *Martin Wieland (1733-1813; in 1762 began a 
prose translation which Johann Joachim Eschenburg(i743- 
1820) completed (Zurich, 13 •vols., 1775-84). Between German 
1797 and 1833 there appeared *at intervals the classical trans- 
German rendering by August Wilhelm von Schlegel and ^^tions, 
Ludw'ig^ Tieck, Jeaders of the romantic school of German 
litexature, whose creed embodied, as one of its first articles, 
an unwavering veneration for Shakespeare. Schlegel trans- 
lated only seventeen plays, and his workmanship excels that 
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of the rest of the translation. Tieck’s part in the under- 
taking was mainly confined to editing translations by various 
hands. Many other (lerman translations in verse 
undertaken during the same period -by J. H. ^'oss and his 
sons (Leipzig, 1818 29), by J. W. C). Tjcnda (Leipzig, 
1825-6), by J. Kbrncr (N'icnna,* 1856),,!))' A, Hottger 
(Leii)zig, 1836 7), by E. Ortk^jip (Stuttgart, 1^38 9), aihl 
by A. Keller and M. Kapp (Stuttgart, 18.43 6)., 'I'he Ixast 
of more recent (lerman translations is that by* a band of 
poets and eminent men of letters inc'luding b'riedrieh von 
Jlodenstedt, f'erdinand von iMciligrath, and raul lleyse 
(Leipzig, 1867 71, 38 vols.) Most of these versioirs have 
been many times reissued, but, despite the high mivits ^of 
von Ijodenstedt and his companions’ performance, Sehlegtd 
and Tieck’s achievement still holds the field. , 

Schlegel was a critic as well as a traVislator. His lectures 
on ‘Shakespeare and the Drama,’ which were delivered at 
Vienna in 1808, and were translated into English in 1815, 
are worthy of comparison with those of (V)lei idge, w’ho owed 
much to their influence. Wordsworth in 1815 declared 
that Schlegel and his disciples first marked out the right 
road in aesthetic criticism, and enjoyed at thcM moment 
superiority over all English aesthetic critics of Shakespeare. 
Subsequently (ioethe poured forth, iir his voluminous 
writings, a mass of criticism even more illuminating and 
appreciative than Schlegel’s. Although (loethe deemed 
Shakespeare’s works unsuited to fhe stage, he adapted 
‘ Romeo and Juliet ’ for the \\Timar d'heatre, while Schiller 
prepared ‘ Macbeth ’ (Stuttgart, i8ot). Heine published in 
1838 charming studies of Shakespeare’s heroines (English 
translation 1895), and acknowledge^, only one defect in 
Shakespeare— that he was an Englishman. 

During the last half-century textual, iesl«hetic, and bio- 
graphical criticism has been pursued in Germany with un- 
flagging industry and energy ; and although laboured and 
su|)ersubtle theorising characterises much Gannan jesthetic 
criticism, its mass and variety testify to the impressiveness 
of the appeal that Shakespeare’s work has made to the 
German intellect. The efforts to stem the current of 
Shakespearean worship made by the realistic critic^. Gustav 
Riimelin, in his ‘ Shakespearestudien ’ (Stuttgart, 1866), and 
subsequently by the dramatist, J. R. Benedix, in ‘Die 
Shakespearomanie ’ (Stuttgart, 1873 8vo), proved of no 
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cfTcct. In studies of the text and metre Nikolaus Delius 
(1813 88) should, among recent German writers, be 
jk^orded the first place ; and in studies of the biography 
and stage •liistory f'riedrich Karl Id/e (1821 8()). Of 
recent aesthetic critics in Germany, those best deserving 
re( ogniUon y)robably area% f riedrieh Alexander d'heodor 
^reyssig ^1818 79), author of ‘ X’orlesungi'n fiber Shake- 
speare’ (Uerlin, 1858 and 1874) and ‘Shakespeare- hragen ’ 
(Kci[)zig, 1^71); Otto Ludwig the y)oet (1813 65), author 
of LShakesyttare-Studien,’ and luluard Wilhelm Sievers 
(^^820-95), author of many valuable essays as wc'll as of 
an ui^completcd biography. Ulrici’s ‘Shakespeare’s Dra- 
^iati« Art (first published at Halte in 1839) and Gervinus’s 
('ommentaries (first j)ublished at Leij)zig in 1848 9), 
both of ^hich are familiar in l^iglish translations, are sug- 
gestive but uncon^ncing a^stlictic interpretations. 'I'he 
Cierman Shakespeare Society, which was founded at Weimar 
in 1865, has published forty-tw'O year-l)ooks (edited suc- 
cessively by von Modensledt, Delius, l^dze, V. A. Leo, and 
Prof. Brandi with W^olfgang Keller) ; each contains useful 
contributions to Shakespearean study. 

Shal^speare has been no less effectually nationalised on 
the German»stage. The four great actors — Friedrich Ulrich 
Ludwig Schroedtr (j 744-1816) of Hamburg, Ludwig Dev- 
rient (1784-1832), his nephew Gustav ICmil Devrient (1803 - 
1872), and Ludwig Barnay (A 1842)— -largely derived their 
fame from their successful assumptions of Shakespearean 
characters. Another of Ludwig Devrient’s nephews, lAluard 
(1801-77), also an actor, prepared, with his son Otto, an 
acting German edition (Lci{)zig, 1873 and following years). 
An acting edition b)^ Wilhelm Occhelhaeuscr ajipeared pre- 
viously at Berlin in 1871. Twenty-eight of the thirty-seven 
plays assignee^ to Shakespeare are now on recognised lists of 
German acyng ydays, including all the histories. In 1896 
as many as 910 performances of twenty-three of Shakespeare’s 
plays were given in German theatres. In 1903 no fewer 
than 977 performances were ^ven of twenty-five [days. In 
1905 performances of twenty-three plays reached a total of 
1,258 - an average of nearly four Shakespearean representa- 
tions a day in "the German -speaking districts of Europe. It 
is* not only in capitals like Berlin and Vienna that the 
representations are frequent and popular. In towns like 
Altona, Breslau, Frankfort-on-the-Maine, Hamburg, Magde- 
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burg, and Rostock, Shakespeare is acted constantly, and 
the greater number of his dramas is regularly kept in 
rehearsal. ‘Othello,’ ‘Hamlet,’ ‘Romeo and Juliet,’ anfl 
‘ 'I'he Taming of 'The Shrew ’ usually prove mo^t attractive. 
Of the many Oermnn musical comppsers who have worked 
on Shakespearean themes, Mcnt^elssohn (in ‘ ]V|,idsiimmer 
Night’s Dream’), Schumann, and Franz Schubert (in setting 
^e[)arate songs) have achieved the greatest succe^ss. 

In In k ranee Sliakespcare won recognition after a longer 

France. Struggle than in (jermany. Cyrano dc Rergerftc (1619- 55), 
in his tragedy of ‘Agrippine,’ seemed to echo passages 
‘ Cymbelino,’ ‘ Hamlet,’ and ‘The Merchant of Venice,’ but 
the resemblances prove to be accidental. It vfiis Nicolas 
(dement, i.ouis XlV^’s librarian, who, first of F'renchmen, 
put on record an ajipreciation of Shakespeare.'- WTen, 
about 1680, he entered in the catalogue^of the royal librar/' 
the title of the Second Folio of 1632, he added a note in 
which he allowed Shakespeare imagination, natural thoughts, 
and ingenious expression, but deplored his obscenity. Half 
a century elapsed before public attention in Fpnee was 
again directed to Shakespeare. The Abbe I’revost, in his 
periodical ‘ Le Pour et Contre ’ ( 1733 et seq.), acknowledged 
his power*. The Abbe Leblanc, in his ‘Lettres d’un 
Francois’ (1745), while crediting him withTnany grotesque 
extravagances, recognised ungrudgingly the sublimity of his 
style. But it is to Voltaire that his countrymen owe, as he 
himself boasted, their first effective introduction to Shake- 
Voltaire’s spcare. Voltaire studied Shakespeare thoroughly on his 
siricturcs. visit to England between 1726 and 1 729, and his influence is 
visible in his own dramas. In his ‘ Lettres Philosophiques ’ 
(1731), afterwards reissued as ‘ Lettres 5|Ur les Anglais,’ 1734 
(Nos. xviii. and xix.), and in his ‘Lettrc sur la Trag6die ’ 
(1731), he expressed admiration for Shakesilbare’s genius, 
but attacked his want of taste and art. He described him as 
‘ le Corneille de Londres, grand fou d’ailleurs, mais il a des 
morceaux admirables.’ Writing to the Abb6 dcs Fontaines 
in November 1735, Voltaire- admitted many merits in ‘ Julius 
Ckesar,’ on which he published ‘Observations’ in 1764. 
Johnson replied to Voltaire’s general criticism in the preface 
to his edition (1765), and Mrs. Elizabeth Mdntagu in 1769 
in a separate volume, which was translated into French nn 
1777. Diderot made, in his ‘ Encyclop^Mie,’ the first stand 
in France against the Voltairean position, and increased 
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opportunities of studying Shakespeare’s works increased the 
poet’s vogue. Twelve plays were translated in De la Place’s 
‘®Plieatre Anglais ’ (1745-8). Jean-Franc^ois Ducis (1733- 
t8i6) adapted without much insight six plays for the French 
stage, beginning in i76(^ with ‘ Plamlet,’ his version of which 
was acted with applause .«> In 1776 IMcrrc l.e d’ourncur 
began a bad prose translation (completed in 1782) of all 
Shakes peaj*e’s plays, and declared him to be ‘the god of the 
theatre,’ Voltaire protested against this estimate in a nev\‘ 
remonstrance? consisting of two letters, of which the first 
w^^s read before the French Academy on August 25, 1776. 

I lere “Shakespeare was described as a barbarian, whose 
v^orkr) — ‘a'’'huge dunghill ’ — concealed some pearls. 

Although V’^oltaire’s censure was rejected by the majority French 
of later French critics, it expressed a sentiment born of the antics’ 
genius of the nation;* and made an impression that was only 
gradually effaced. Marmontel, La Harpe, Marie-J oseidi pation ' 
Chenier, and Chateaubriand in his ‘ Essai sur Shakes[)eare, from Vol- 
1807, inclined to Voltaire’s view ; but Madame de Stael tairean 
wrote effe<^tively on the other side in her ‘ I )e la LittcTature,’ 

1804 (i. caps. 13, 14, ii. 5). ‘ At this day,’ wrote Words- 

worth in^8i5, ‘the French critics have abated nothing of 
their aversion to “this darling of our nation.” “ 'I'he 
English with theil* bouffon de Shakespeare ” is as familiar 
an expression among them as in the time of Voltaire. 

Baron Grimm is the only French writer who seems to have 
perceived his infinite superiority to the first names of the 
French theatre ; an advantage which the Parisian critic 
owed to his German blood and German edui'ation.’ 'The 
revision of Le Tourneur’s translation by Francois Gui/ot 
and A. Pichot in 187,1 gave vShakcsj)eare a fresh advantage. 

Paul Duport, in ‘ Es.sais Litteraires sur Shakespeare’ (Paris, 

1828, ^ vols.),Fvas the last French critic o( rejiute to repeat 
Voltaire’s censure unreservedly. Guizet, in his discourse 
‘Sur la Vie et les G^uvres de Shakespeare’ (reprinted 
separately from the translation of 1821), as well as in his 
‘ Shakespeare ^t son Temps ’ (^*852) ; Villemain in a general 
essay, and Barante in a study of ‘ Hamlet,’ acknowledge the 
mightiness of Shakespeare’s genius with comparatively few 
qualifioations. * Other complete translations followed —by 
Francisque Michel (1839), by Benjamin Laroche (1851), 
and by Emil Montegut (1867), but the best is that in prose 
by Frangois Victor Hugo (1859-66), whose father, Victor 
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Hugo the poet, published a rhapsodical eulogy in 1864. 
Alfred Mezieres’s ‘ Shakespeare, ses GEuvres et ses Critiques ’ 
(Paris, i860), is a saner appreciation. •• 

Meanwhile ‘ Hamlet ’ and ‘ Macbeth,’ ‘ Othello,’ and a 
few other Shakespearean plays, became stock pieces on the 
On the k rcnch stage. A powerful impoUis to theatrical representa- 
Frcnch tion of Shakespeare in kVance was given by the pfrformanc?: 

stage. in Paris of the chief plays by a strong company of Engli5.'h 

tictors in the autumn of 1827. ‘ Hamlet ’ anS ‘ Othello ’ 

were acted successively by Charles Kemble and Macready ; 
Edmund Kean appeared as Richard HI, Othello, ai;d 
Shylock ; Miss Smithson, who became the wife of Hector 
Berlioz the musician, filled the roles of 0 [)h®lia, J»uliqt, 
Desdemona, Cordelia, and Portia. French critics were 
divided as to the merits of the performers, but mos^. of them 
were enthusiastic in their commendations of the plays? 
Alfred de Vigny prepared a version of ‘ Othello ’ for the 
Theatre-l^'rancais in 1829 with eminent success. An 
adaptation of ‘Hamlet’ by Alexandre Dumas was first 
performed in 1847, and a rendering by the Chevalier de 
Chatelain (1864) was often repeated. (leorge ^and trans- 
lated ‘As You lake It’ (Paris, 1856) for represerftation by 
theComedie lYancaise on April 12, 1856. ‘Lady Macbeth ’ 
has been represented in recent years by Madame Sarah 
Bernhardt, and ‘ Hamlet ’ by M. Mounct Sully of the 
'fheatre-Francais. Four French musicians — Berlioz in his 
symphony of ‘ Romeo and Juliet,’ Counod in his o[)era of 
‘Romeo and Juliet,’ Ambroi.se Thomas in his opera of 
‘ Hamlet,’ and Saint-Saens in his opera of ‘Henry VIII 
have .sought with public approval to interpret musically 
portions of Shakespeare’s work. ^ 

In Italy. In Italy Shakespeare was little known before the present 

century. Such references as eighteenth-efrntury Italian 
writers made to l^m were based on remarks 6y Voltaire. 
The French adaptation of ‘ Hamlet ’ by Ducis was issued in 
Italian blank verse (Venice, 1774, 8vo). Complete transla- 
tions of all the plays maeje* direct from thd* English were 
issued by Michele Lconi in verse at Verona in 1819 -22, and 
by Carlo Rusconi in prose at Padua in 1831 (new edit. 
Turin, 1858-9). ‘Othello’ and ‘Romeo and Juliet’ have 
been very often translated into Italian separately. "Phe 
Italian actors, Madame Ristori (as Lady Macbeth), Salvini 
(as Othello), and Rossi rank among Shakespeare’s most 
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effective interpreters. Verdi’s operas on \lacbeth, Othello, 
and Falstaff (the last two with libretti by Boito), manifest 
oiifse and appreciative study of Shakespeare. 

Two c(^nplete translations have been published in 
Dutch; one in prose by A. S. Kok (Amsterdam, 1873- 
r8So), die otl^er in verse by Dr. L. A. J. Biirgersdijk 
f Leyden, ^884-8, 12 vols.J* 

. In Eastern Europe, Shakespeare first became known 
through F^nch and (ierman translations. Into kussiaij 
^ Romeo anti Juliet’ was translated in i 772, ‘ Richard III ’ 
in 1 783, and ‘ liilius Ciesar ’ in 1 786. Sumarakow translated 
]% ciit’ version of ‘Hamlet’ in 1784 for stage purposes, 
whilg thejunpress Catheritic II adapted the ‘Merry Wives’ 
and ‘ King John.’ Numerous versions of all the chief plays 
followec^; and in 1865 there appeared at St. Petersburg the 
• best translation ii^ verse (direct from the English), by 
Nekrasow and Gerbel. A prose translation, by N. Ketzcher, 
begun in 1862, was completed in 1S79. Gerbel issued a 
Ru.ssian translation of the ‘Sonnets’ in 1880, and many 
critical essays in the language, original or translated, have 
been published. Almost every play has been represented 
in Rushan on the Russian stage. 

A Polis^i version of ‘ Hamlet’ was acted at Leml)crg in 
1797 ; and as many as sixteen |)lays now hold a recognised 
place among Polish acting {)lays. The standard Polish 
translation of Shakespeare’s collected works appeared at 
^Varsaw in 1875 (edited by the Polish poet Kraszewski), and 
is reckoned among the most successful renderings in a 
foreign tongue. 

In Hungary, Shakespeare s greatest works have since the 
beginning of the century been highly appreciated by students 
and by playgoers. •A complete translation into Hungarian 
appeared at Jl'va.schau in 1824. At the National Theatre at 
Budapest jio fewer than twenty-two plays have been of late 
years included in the actors’ repertory. • 

Other I'omplete translations have been published in 
Bohemian (Prague, 1874), ie Swedi.sh (Lund, 1847 51), in 
Danish ([845 50), and Finhish (Helsingfors, 1892 5). 
In wSpanish a complete translation is in course of publica- 
tion ^Madrid, 1885 et seq.), and the eminent Spanish critic 
Men^ndez y Relay o has set Shakespeare above Calderon. 
In Armenian, although only three plays (^ Hamlet,’ ‘ Romeo 
and Juliet,’ and ‘ As You Like It ’) have been issued, the 
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translation of the whole is ready for the press. Separate 
plays have appeared in Welsh, Portuguese, Friesic, Flemish, 
Servian, Roumanian, Maltese, Ukrainian, WallachiliA, 
Croatian, modern Greek, Latin, Hebrew, an«l Japanese ; 
while a few have been rendered into Bengali, Hindustani, 
Marathi, Gujarati, Urdu, Kanaro^e, find other laneuaees of 
India, and have been acted in native theatres. 
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XIX 

GENERAL ESTIMA Tk 

Ncl esWmate of Shakespeare’s genius can be adequate. In 
knowledge #of human character, in wealth of humour, in 
depth of passion, in fertility of fancy, and in soundness of 
judgment he has no rival. It is true of him, as of no 
<ithcr writer, that hisjangiiage and versification adapt them- 
selves to every phase of sentiment, and sound every note in 
the scale of felicity. Some defects are to be acknowledged, 
but they sink into insignificance when measured by the 
magnitude of his achievement. Sudden transitions, elliptical 
expressions, mixed metaphors, indefensible verbal quibbles, 
and fantastic conceits at times create an atmosphere of 
obscurity. 'J'he student is perplexed, too, by obsolete words 
and by some hopelessly corrupt readings. But when the 
whole of Shakespeare’s vast work is scrutinised with due 
attention, the glow of his imagination is seen to leave few 
passages wholly unillumined. Some of his plots are hastily 
constructed and inconsistently developed, but the intensity 
of the interest with which he contrives to invest the per- 
sonality of his heroes and heroines triumphs over halting or 
digressive treatment of the story in which they have their 
being. Although he was versed in the technicalities of 
stagecraft, he occasionally disregarded its elementary con- 
ditions. Bujt the success of his presentments of human life 
and character depended little on his manipulation of 
theatrical machinery. His unassailable supremacy springs 
from the versaUlc working of kis insight and intellect, by 
virtue of which his pen limned with unerring precision 
almost every gradation of thought and emotion that 
animates I^he living stage of the world. 

Shakespeare’s mind, as Hazlitt suggested, contained 
within itself the germs of all faculty and feeling. He knew 
intuitively how every faculty and feeling would develop in 
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any conceivable change of fortune. Men and women — 
good or bad, old or young, wise or foolish, merry or sad, 
rich or poor — yielded their secrets to him, and his gcAiiis ‘ 
enabled him to give being in his pages to all the shapes of 
humanity that present themselves on the highway of life. 
Each of his characters gives v/^ic(^ to thought or passion 
with an individuality and a naturalness that rftuse in the 
intelligent playgoer and reader the illusion tlujt they pre 
‘overhearing men and women speak unpreincditatingly 
among themselves, rather than that they are reading written 
speeches or hearing written speeches recited. The more 
closely the words are studied, the completer the i’lusion 
grows. Creatures of the imagination -fairies, ghosts, v^itches 
— are delineated with a like potency, and the reader or 
spectator feels instinctively that these supernaturjil entities 
could not speak, feel, or act otherwise tlian Shakespeare rc[)r®- 
sents them. The creative power of poetry was never 
manifested to such effect as in the corporeal semblances 
in which Shakespeare clad the spirits of the air. 

So mighty a faculty sets at nought the common limita- 
tions of nationality, and in every (piarter of tlfe globe to 
which civilised life has penetrated Shakespeare’s#. power is 
recognised. All the world over, language is applied to his 
creations that ordinarily applies to beings of flesh and blood. 
Hamlet and Othello, Lear and Macbeth, Falstafif and 
Shylock, Brutus and Romeo, Ariel and Caliban are studied 
in almost every civilised tongue as if they were historic 
personalities, and the chief of the impressive phrases that 
fall from their lips are rooted in the speech of civilised 
humanity. To Shakespeare the intellect of the world, speak- 
ing in divers accents, applies with one accord his own 
words: ‘How noble in reason! how infinite in faculty! 
in apprehension how like a god ! ’ • 



APPENDIX 


I 

rUE STUDY OF SHAKESPEARE'S LIFE AND ll’ORA’ 

Thk ^cant#iess of contemporary records of Sliakespeare’s 
career lias l)een much exaggerated. An investigation extending 
over tv\ai centuries has brouglit togetlicr a mass of detail which 
fir exceeTls that accessible in the case of any other contem- 
})orary professional writer. Nevertheless, some important 
links arc missing, and at some critical points appeal to con- 
jecture is inevitable. Jiut the fully ascertained facts arc 
numerous enough to define sharply tlie general direction that 
Shakespeare’s career followed. Although the clues are in some 
places faifit, the trail never altogether eludes the patient 
investigator. 

Fuller, ii^ his ‘ Worthies ’ (1662), attempted the first bio- 
graphical notice of Shakespeare, with poor results. Aubrey, 
in his gossiping ‘ Lives of Elminent Men,’ based his ampler 
information on reports communicated to him by William 
lleeston {(/. 1682), an aged actor, whom Dryden called ‘the 
chronicle of the stage,’ and who was doubtless in the main a 
trustworthy witness. A few additional details were recorded 
in the seventeenth century by the Rev. John Ward (1629 8i), 
vicar of Stratford-on-Avon from 1662 to 1668, in a diary and 
memorandum-book written between 1661 and 1663 (ed. C. A. 
Severn, 1839); by flic Rev. William Phihnan, whose manu- 
scripts arc at Corpus Christi College, Oxford (with valuable 
interpolations*made before 1708 by the Rev. Richard Davies, 
vicar of Sryperton, (douccstcrshire) ; by ^ohn Dowdall, who 
recorded tvis experiences of travel through Warwickshire in 
1693 (London, 1838); and by William Hall, who described a 
visit to Stratford in 1694 (Lc^idon, 1884, from Hall’s letter 
among the Bodleian MS.S.) ^Phillips in his ‘ Theatrum 
Poetarum’ (1675), and Langbainc in his ‘English Dramatick 
Poets’ (1691)* confined thcm*selves to elementary criticism. 
In \yo() Nicholas Rowe prefixed to his edition of the plays a 
more ambitious memoir than had yet been attempted and 
embodied some hitherto unrecorded Stratford and London 
traditions with which the actor Thomas Betterton supplied 
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him. A little fresh gossip was collected by William Oldys, 
and was printed from his manuscript ‘ Adversaria’ (now in the 
British Museum) as an appendix to Yeowell’s ‘ Memoftwof 
Oldys,’ 1862. Pope, Johnson, and Steevens, in tli/? biographical 
prefaces to their editions, mainly repeated the narratives of 
their predecessor, Rowe. , 

Bio- In the Prolegomena to the V^iiorum editions o[^ 1803, 181^3, 

' graphers and especially in that of 1821, there was embodied a mass of 
of the fresh information derived by Edmund Malone frou' systematic 
nine- researches among the parochial records of Stratford, the 
teenth- manuscripts accumulated by the actor Alleyn at Dulwich, and 

century. official papers of state preserved in the public offices in London 

(now collected in tlie Public Record Office). The aivailable 
knowledge of Elizabethan stage history, as well of Shake- 
speare’s biography, was thus greatly extended. John 'Pa/iiC 
Collier, in his ‘ History of English Dramatic Poetry’ (1831), in 
nis‘ New Facts ’ about Shakespeare (1835), his ‘ New P.M ticulars ’ 
(1836), and his ‘ Further Particulars ’ (18^9), and in his edition^ 
of Henslowc’s ‘ Diary’ and the ‘Alleyn Papers’ for the Shake- 
speare Society, while occasionally throwing some further 
light on obscure places, foisted on Shakespeare’s biography a 
series of ingeniously forged documents, against which the 
student is warned. Joseph Hunter in ‘ New Rlustrations 
of Shakespeare ’ (1845) Ceorge Russell French’s ‘ Shak- 
speareana Genealogica’ (1869) occasionally supplemented 
Malone’s researches. James Orchard llallivven (afterwards 
Halliwell-Phillipps) printed separately, between 1850 and 1884, 
in various privately issued publications, all the Stratford 
archives and extant legal documents bearing on Sliakespeare’s 
career, many of them for the first time. In 1S81 Halliwell- 
Phillipps began the collective publication of materials for a full 
biography in his ‘Outlines of the Life of Shakespeare this 
work was generously enlarged in successive editions until it 
accjiiired massive proportions ; in the seventh edition of 1887, 
which embodied the author’s final corrections and additions, it 
reached near 1,000 pages. (There have been three subsequent 
editions — the tenth and last being dated 1898-* which reprint 
the seventh edition \vithout change.) Mr. Frederick Gard 
Fleay, in his ‘Shakespeare Manual’ (1876), in l>is ‘Life of 
Shakespeare ’ (1886), in his ‘ History of the Stage’ (1890), and 
his ‘Biographical Chronicle qf the English Urama’ (1891), 
ndds much useful informativm respecting stage history and 
Shakespeare’s relations with his fellow-dramatists, mainly 
derived from a study of the original editions of the plays of 
Shakespeare and of his contemporaries ; but' unfortunately 
many of Mr. Fleay’s statements and conjectures are uu- 
authenticated. For notices of Stratford, R. B. Wheler’s 
‘ History and Antiquities’ (1806), John R. Wise’s ‘Shakespere, 
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his Birthplace and its Neighbourhood’ (i86i), the present 
writer’s ‘ Stratford-on-Avon to the Death of Shakespeare ’ (new 
'ed^? 1907), Mrs. C. C Stopcs’s ^Shakespeare’s Warwickshire 
^Contemporaries’ (1897)/ and Mr. J. W. Gray’s ‘Shakespeare’s 
' Marriage ’“ (1905), may be consulted. Wise appends to his 
volume a tentative ‘glosj^iry of words still used in Warwick- 
sl^ire to be ^unifin Shakspel*^.’ The parish registers of Strat- 
ford have been edited by Mr. Richard Savage for the Parish 
Registers S?)^'icty (1898-9). Nathan J3rake’s ‘ Shakespeare and 
his Times’ (1817) and G. W. Thornbury’s ‘Shakespeare’s 
England’ (185^) collect much material respecting Shakespeare’s 
sotjial environment. 

Thft» chief monographs on special points in Shakespeare’s 
biography a^c Dr. Richard P'arrncr’s ‘ Essay on the Learning 
of’ Shakespeare ’ (1767), reprinted in the Variorum editions; 
Bishop Wordsworth’s ‘ Shakespeare’s Knowledge and Use of 
the Bible’ (4th ed. 1892); Octavius (iilchrist’s ‘Examination 
(f[ the Charges . . . . ^f Ben Jonson’s Enmity towards Shake- 
speare’ (i8o8); W. J. Thoms’s ‘Was Shakespeare ever a 
Soldier.^’ (1849), a study based on an erroneous identilh'ation 
of the poet with another William Shakespeare ; Lord Campbell’s 
‘Shakespeare’s Legal Acquirements considered ’ (1859); John 
- Charles Butknill’s ‘ Medical Knowledge of .Shakespeare ’ (r86o); 
C. F. CiLeen’s ‘ Shakespeare’s Crab-tree, with its Legend ’ 
(1862); C. H. Jlracebridge’s ‘Shakespeare no Deer-stealer’ 
(1862); EllaCombe’s ‘Shakespeare as an Angler’ (1883); 
J. E. Harting’s ‘ Ohiithology of Shakespeare’ (1872) ; William 
Blades’s ‘ Sliakspere and Typography’ (1872) ; and D. H. 
Madden’s ‘Diary of Master William Silence (Shakespeare and 
Sport),’ 1897. A full epitome of the biographical information 
accessible at the date of publication is supplied in Karl Elze’s 
‘ Life of Shakespeare ’ (Halle, 1876 ; English translation, 1888), 
with which Elze’s ‘ Essays ’ from the publications of the German 
Shakespeare Society (English translation, 1874) are worth 
studying. A less aml?ftious effort of the same kind by Samuel 
Neil (1861) is seriously injured by the writer’s acceptance of 
Collier’s forgeries. Professor Dowden’s ‘ Shakspere Primer ’ 
(1877) and ^his ‘ Introduction to Shaksjjere ’ (1893), and 
Dr. FurnivHjl’s ‘ Introduction to the Leopold Shakspere,’ are 
all useful sumjnaries of leading facts. 

Francis Dotage’s ‘ Illustratioi^ of Shakespeare’ (1807, new 
edit. 1839), ‘Shakespeare’s Library’ (ed. J. P. Collier and 
W. C Hazlitt, 1875), ‘Shakespeare’s Plutarch’ (ed. Skeat, 
1875), ‘Shakespeare’s Halinshed’ (ed. W. G. Boswell- 
Stone, S 896) are of service in tracing the sources of Shake- 
speare’s plots. Alexander Schmidt’s ‘ Shakespeare Lexicon * 
(1874) and Dr. E. A. Abbott’s ‘Shakespearian Grammar ’ (1869, 
new edit. 1893) are valuable aids to a study of the text. 
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W. Sidney Walker (1795 1846), sometime Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, deserves special mention among textual 
critics of the present century. He was author of two valift^^lc ' 
works: ‘Shakespeare’s Versification and its apparent Irregu- 
larities explained by Kxamples from Early and Late iLUgiish 
Writers ’ (1854), and ‘ A Critical l^x^amination of the 'Text of 
Shakespeare, with Remarks on bis Languagh? an^, (liat of Ips 
Contemporaries, together with Notes on his Plays and T’oems ’ 
(i860, 3 vols.) Walker’s books were published fpm his notes 
after his death, and are ill arranged and unindexed, l)ut they 
constitute a rich quarry, which no succeeckng editor has 
neglected without injury to his work. 

The chief editions of the Sonnets that have appeared, of late 
years with critical apparatus are those of Profe^or Dowden 
(1875, reissued 1896), Mr. Thomas I'yler ( 1890), Mr. fjeofge 
Wyndham, M.P. (1898) and Canon Heeching (iqogV A fac- 
simile of the first edition was issued by the ()xford vJni\ ersity 
Press, with an introduction by the present writer, in 190^. 
Professor Dowden and Mr. Wyndham treat the identification of 
the young patron of the Sonnets with the Earl of Pembroke as 
wprima facie possibility. Mr. 'Phomas Tyler, in his edition of 
the ‘ Sonnets,’ not only advocated that theory with much 
earnestness, but ingeniously if unconvincingly advairced a claim 
to identify the ‘ dark lady’ of the ‘ Sonnets’ with iMijry Litton, 
a lady of the Coprt and the Earl of Pembroke’s mistress. 

The history of the Pembroke theory is curiouL It owes its 
origin to an erroneous and hasty guess thatMhe Earl of Pem- 
broke was known in youth as ‘ Mr. William Herbert,’ and might 
therefore be the ‘Mr. W. IL’ of the publisher I’horpe’s dedica- 
tory preface. 'Phe Plarl of Pembroke was solely known as 
‘ Lord Herbert’ until he succeeded to the title, and there is nu 
evidence of Shakespeare’s intimacy with him (cf p. 73). James 
Boaden, a journalist and the biographer of Kemble and Mrs. 
Siddons, was the first to hazard publicly the guess identifying 
Thorpe’s ‘Mr. W. PL’ with the Earl ofoPembroke in a letter 
to the ‘ Centleman’s Magazine ’ in 1832. A few months later Mr. 
James Hey wood Bright wrote to the magazine c<^aiming to have 
reached the same conclusion thirteen years earlier^ although he 
had not published it. Boaden re-stated the theory, in a volume 
on ‘Shakespeare’s Sonnets’ which he publi^ied in 1837. 
C. Armitage Brown adopted 4 in 1838 in hie^.‘ Shakespeare’s 
Autobiographical Poems.’ The Rev. Joseph Hunter accepted 
it in his ‘New Illustrations of Shakespeare,’ in 1845, i^nt 
significantly pointed out (ii. 346) that it had not occurred to any 
of the writers in the great Variorum editions of Shakespeare, 
who included critics so acute in matters of literary history*as 
Malone and George Steevens. The Pembroke theory during 
the half-century that followed enjoyed a curiously wide vogue, 
but during the past five years it has undergone new, minute and 
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impartial examination, and has been generally acknowledged 
to rest on foundations of sand. 

♦iThe opposing theory that most of the Sonnets were ad- 
dressed to the Earl of Southampton, Shakespeare’s undoubted 
patron, was first fully stated by Nathan Drake in 1817 in 
‘Shakespeare and Ills 'fiines,’ ii. i 73. It was re\ived with 
somewhat' ^fantgstic amplifiiations in 18O6 in Mr. (ieialcl 
Massey’s ‘Secret Drama of Shakes])eare’s Sonnets,’ which ap- 
tieared in a^^ca-ond ic\’ised edition in j888 (the text of the poems 
with a diffuse discussion). The Southangiton theory strictly , 
accords with the known facts of Shakesj^eare’s life anti work. 

Useful cttncordances to the lMa)'S have been prepared by Concor 
M'f'S. (Jowden- Clarke (1845), to the poems by Mrs. 11. H. dances. 
Furness ( Pjiiladelphia, 1875), and to Plays and Poems, in one 
v(?lum'e, with references to numbered lines, by John P>artlett 
(London and New York, 1895). Icxtensivc bihliograjihies are 
given in •Lowndes’s ‘Library Manual’ (ed. Pohn) ; in Fran/ Bihlio- 
Thimm’s ‘ Shakespeartana ’ (1864 and 1871) ; in the ‘ Ent yt lo- graphics, 
ptedia Pritannica,’ 9th edit, (skilfully classitied by Mr. 11. K. 

'redder) ; and in the ‘ Pritish Museum Catalogue’ (the Shake- 
spearean entries in which, comprising 3,680 lilies, were scjjar- 
ately published in 1897). 'Phe Oxford University Press’s fac- 
simile reproductions of the First Folio (1902), and of Shake- 
speare’s ‘Poems’ and ‘ Pericles’ (1905), include introductions 
by the present writer, with bibliographies of early issues. (aiticul 

'i'he valu(tl)le publications of the Shakespeare Sot'icty, the studies. 
New Shakspere .Society, and of the Deutsche .Shakespearc- 
Cesellschaft, comprising contributions alike to the iesthetic', 
textual, historical, and biographical study of Shakespeare, are 
noticed above (see pp. 187, 195). 'Po the critical studies, on 
which comment has already been made (see p. 187) — vi/. 
Coleridge’s ‘ Notes and Lectures’ (1883), Hazlitt’s ‘Characters 
of Shakespeare’s Plays ’(1817), Professor 1 )ow den’s ‘ Shaks])ere : 
his Mind and Art ’ (1875), Swinburne’s ‘ A Study 

of Shakesi)eare ’ (18749) there may be added the essays on 
Shakespeare’s heroines respectively by Mrs. Jameson in 1833 
and Lady Mwtin in 1885 ; Dr. Ward’s ‘Phiglish Dramatic 
Literature’ ^^1875, new edit. 1898); Richard U. Moulton’s 
‘ Shakespe^l'e as a Dramatic Artist’ (18^5); ‘Shakespeare 
Studies’ by Thomas .Spencer Baynes (1893); P". Boas’s 
‘Shakspere arnj his Predecessors ’ (1895) ; (»corg Brandes’s 
‘William Shakespeare’ — an elaborately critical but somewhat 
fanciful study — in Danish (Copenhagen, 1895, in 

English (London, 1898, 2 voIjp^ 8vo) ; Prof. A. C. Bradley’s 
‘ .Shak®speareah 'Pragedy’ (1904) ; the present writer’s ‘ Croat 
Englishmen of the Sixteenth Century’ (1904), pp. 256-320, 
and his ‘ Shakespeare and the Modern Stage, with other 
Essays’ (1906); Prof. Raleigh’s ‘Shakespeare’ ill ‘English 
Men of Letters’ series, 1907. 
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II 

THE BACON-SHAKESPEARE CONTl^OVERSV 

Thk apparent contrast between the homeliness of Shakespeaie’s 
Stratford career and tlie breadth of observation and knowledge 
displayed in his literary work has evoked the faiftastic'the^'ry 
that Shakespeare was not the author of the literature that 
passes under his name, and perverse attempts have been made 
to assign his works to Francis bacon 56 r- 1626), the gre»!t 
contemporary prose-writer, philosopher, and lawyer. It is 
argued that Shakespeare’s plays embody a general omniscience 
(especially a knowledge of law) which was possessed by no 
contemporary except Bacon ; that there are many close 
parallelisms between passages in Shakespeare’s at)d passages 
in Bacon’s works, and that Bacon makes enigmatic references 
in his correspondence to secret ^ recreations ’ and ‘^tlphabets’ 
and concealed poems for which his alleged em^>loyment as a 
concealed dramatist can alone account, 

'The only point of any genuine interest raised in the argu- 
ment from parallelisms of expression centres about a quotation 
from Aristotle which Bacon and Shakespeare not merely both 
make, but make in what looks at a first glance to be the same 
erroneous form. Aristotle wrote in his ‘Nicomachean Ethics,^ 
i. 8, that young men were unfitted for the study of political 
philosophy. Bacon, in the * Advancement of Learning’ (1605), 
wrote : Is not the opinion of Aristotle g^orthy to be regardecl 
wherein he saith that young men are not fit auditors of moral 
philosophy?’ (bk. ii. p. 255, ed. Kitchin). Shal^espeare, about 
1603, in ‘Troilus and Cressida,’ il. ii. 166, wrote of ‘young men 
whom Aristotle thought unfit to hear ;;7^?r^^/philosop‘}^^.’ But the 
alleged error of substituting moral for political {Philosophy in 
Aristotle’s text is more apparent than real ; it waS not peculiar 
to Shakespeare and Bacon,ab(it was in almosfuniversal vogue 
at the time they wrote. By ‘political ’ philosophy Aristotle, as 
his context amply shows, mefint the ethics of civil society, 
which are hardly distinguishable from what is commonly called 
‘morals.’ In the summary paraphrase of Aristotle’s ‘ Ethics ’ 
which was translated into English from the Italian, and 
published in 1547, the passage to wh rh both Shakespeare and 
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Bacon refer is not rendered literally, but its general drift is 
given as a warning that moral philosophy is not a fit subject 
, for.^tudy by youths who are naturally passionate and head- 
strong. Such is the interpretation of Aristotle’s language that 
■ was adopted ‘fty sixteenth and seventeenth century writers of all 
countries. Erasmus, in the epistle at the close of his popular 
‘Colloquiu’ (Elgi'ence, i?3i„sig. (,) q), wrote of his endeavour 
insinuati* serious precepts ‘ into the minds of young men 
whom Aristotle rightly described as unfit auditors of moral 
philosophy in animos adolescentium, quos rectc scripsit 
Aristotcles inidoneos auditorcs ethiem philosophise’). In a 
French translation of the ‘Ethics’ by the Comte de Flessis, 
pu\jlished at Paris in 1553 , the section is headed ‘parquoy le 
reune infant n’est suffisant auditeur de la science civile 
buj; aa English commentator (in a manuscript note written 
about 1605 in a copy of the book in the British Museum) 
turned th^sentcnce into English thus : ‘ Whether a young man 
iTjay be a nttc scholler (jf philosophic.’ In 1622 an Italian 

essayist, Virgilio Malvezzi, in his preface to his ‘ Discorsi 
sopra Cornelio Tacito,’ has the remark, ‘E non 6 discordantc 
da questa mia opinione Aristotelc, il qual dice, che i giovani 
non sono buoni ascultatori delle moralil No genuine theory 
of a mysterious literary relationship between Shakespeare and 
Bacon can oe based on the barren fact that eacli writer quoted 
a trite Ar/etotelian apophthegm in the precise form in which it 
enjoyed in thojr day a proverbial currency throughout Europe. 

I'he Baconian method of argument may also be judged by 
the following example. Toby Matthew, at an uncertain date Toby 
after January 1621, wrote to Bacon (as Viscount St. Albans) 
these words : ‘ The most prodigious wit that ever I knew of View’s 
my nation and of this side of the sea is of your Lordship’s 
name, though he be known by another.’ This unpretending 
sentence is distorted into conclusive evidence that Bacon wrote 
works of commanding excellence under another’s name, and 
among them probably Shakespeare’s plays. According to the 
only sane interpretatiofi of Matthew’s words, his ‘ most pro- 
digious wit’ w^s some Englishman called Bacon whom he 
met abroad, bearing an assumed name. The reference is 
clearly to one*of the pseudonymous Jesuits wfio were numerous 
among Mattli^w’s friends. There is little doubt, in fact, that 
Matthew referred to Father Thomas Southwell, a learned Jesuit 
domiciled chiefly ift the Low CotmJ:ries, whose real surname 
was Bacon. (He was born in 1592 at Sculthorpo, near 
Walsingham, Norfolk, being soji of Thomas Bacon of that 
place, and he died at Watten in 1637.) It was with reference 
to a^book published by this man that Sir Henry Wotton wrote 
a few years later — on December 5; 1638- to Sir Edmund Bacon, 
half-brother to the great Francis Bacon, in language somewhat 
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resembling Toby Matthew’s : ‘ The Book of Controversies 
issued under the name of F. Baconus hath this addition to the 
said name, alias Southwell^ as those of that Society sip’ft 
their names as often as their shirts ’ (M^eliquiic Wottoniana?, 
1672, p. 475). 

Joseph C. Hart (U.S. Consul at Santa Cruz, d, 1855), in 
his ‘Romance of Yachting’ (1848),' first rrpsed doulots of 
wShakcspearc’s authorship of the plays and poem;^ associated 
with his name. There followed in a like temper ‘Who 
‘ wrote Shakespeare?’ in ‘Chambers’s Journal,' August 7, 
1852, and an article by Miss Delia ICacoiij. in ‘Putnam’s 
Monthly,’ January 1856. On the latter was based ‘The 
]’hiloso])hy of the Plays of Shakespeare unfolded by Delia 
Bacon,’ with a neutral preface by Nathaniel Hawthorne (London 
and Boston, i 857). Miss Delia Bacon, who was the first to sprcjad 
far abroad a spirit of scepticism respecting the established facts 
of Shakesjieare’s career, died insane on September- 2, 1859. 
Mr. William Henry Smith, a resident iniLondon, seems first td) 
liave suggested the Baconian hypothesis in ‘Was Lord Bacon 
the author of Shakespeare’s plays? —a letter to Lord Ellesmere ’ 
(1856), which was republished as ‘Bacon and Shakespeare’ 
(1857). The most learned exponent of this strange theory was 
Nathaniel Holmes, an American lawyer, who published at 
New York in 1866 ‘The Authorship of the Plays attributed 
to Shakespeare,’ a monument of misapplied ingefluity (4th 
edit. 1886, 2 vols.) Bacon’s ‘ Promus of Fomnularies and 
Elegancies,’ a commonplace book in Bacon’s handwriting in 
the British Museum (London, 1883), was first edited by 
Mrs. Henry Pott, a voluminous advocate of the Baconian 
theory ; it contained many words and ])hrases common to the 
works of Bacon and Shakespeare, and Mrs. Pott pressed the 
argument from parallelisms of expression to its extreniesl limits. 
The Baconian theory has found its widest acceptance in 
America. There it achieved its wildest manifestation in the 
book called ‘ The Hreat Cryptogram : Francis Bacon’s Cypher 
in the so-called Shakespeare Plays’ (Chicago and London, 
1887, 2 vols.), which was the work of Mr. Igi>atiu5 Donnelly 
of Hastings, Minnesota. The author professed to apply to 
tlie First Folio te?ft a numerical cipher which eikbled him to 
pick out letters at certain intervals forming words ^d sentences 
which stated that Bacon w^s author not mei’bly of Shake- 
speare’s plays, but also of Marlowe’s wefrk, Montaigne’s 
‘ Essays,’ and Burton’s ‘ Anatomy of Melancholy.’ Many 
refutations have been publisked of Mr. Donnelly’s arbitrary 
and baseless contention. Another bold effort to dis<iover in 
the First Folio a cipher-message in the Baconian interest jvas 
made by Mrs. Gallup, of Detroit, in ‘The Bi-Literal Cypher of 
Francis Bacon’ (1900). The absurdity of this endeavour was 
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demonstrated m numerous letters and articles published i n 
The Times newspaper (December 1901 -January 1902). The 
aUflude of scepticism in regard to the ‘ Shakespearean tradition ’ 
has found meye moderate expression of late in judj^e Webb’s 
‘ 'Fhe Mystery of William Shakespeare’ (1902) and Mr. (h C. 

Bompas’s ‘ d he Problen\,of the Shakespeare Plays’ (1902). A 
\^holesoniexorrfective to the*\Miole argument of doubt may be 
found in Mr. Charles Allen’s ‘ Notes on the Bacon-Sliake- 
speare Queai^ion ’ (Boston, 1900). 

’ A Bacon Society was founded in London in 1885 to develop* Extent of 
and promulgale the unintelligible theory, and it inaugurated a the litera- 
magazine (named since May 1893 ‘ Baconiana ’). A quarterly turc. 
pei'iod'^al also called ‘ Baconiana,’ and issued in the same 
interest, established at Chicago in 1892. ‘'Fhe Biblio- 
g.'liphy of the Shakespeare- Bacon ("ontroversy ’ by W. H. 

Wyman, Cincinnati, 1884, gives the titles of two hundred and 
fifty-five ^ooks or pamphlets on both sides of the sulqect 
^•^hi(:h were publishcd^ince 1848; the list was continueil during 
1886 in ‘ Shakespeariana,’ a monthly journal published at Phila- 
delphia, and might now he extended to fully twice its original 
number. 

'Fhe abundance of the contemporary evidence attesting 
Shakespeare’s responsibility for the works published under his 
name gives the Baconian theory no rational right to a hearing ; 
while such authentic examples of Fiacon’s effort to write verse 
as survive pfbve beyond all possibility of contradiction that, 
great as he was a 5 a prose writer and a philosopher, he was 
incapable of penning any of the poetry assigned to Shake- 
speare. Defective knowledge and illogical or casuistical argu- 
ment alone render any other conclusion possible. 
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Abbey, Mr. E. A., 192 
Abbott, Dr.* K. A., 206 
.r-^ctor, Shakos]ieart.* sis an', *26-7. 
Actors: entertained for the first time 
at Stratford-on-Avon, 6 ; ndurn of 
the two chief companies to Loiiflon 
in 1587, 20 ; th<! players’ licensing 
Act of Quci'n Elizabeth, 2t ; com- 
panies of boy-actors, 21, 24, lo;- 
110; companies of adult actors in 
1587, 2i»; th{* patronage of tlB^ 
company wfjich was joined by 
Siiakespeare, 21,^ 22; women’s 
parts played by nien or boys, 23- 
24 ; tours in the provinces, 24-5 ; 
foreign tours, 25-6 ; Shakespeare’s 
alleged scorn of their calling, 27 ; 

‘ advice ’ to actors in Ifamlct, 27 ; 
their incomes, 99-102 ; the strife 
between adult actors and lioy- 
actors, 9-13: patronage of actors 
by King James, 118-20; substitu- 
tion of women for bo^ in female 
parts, 187-8 

Adam, in As You Like It, played by 
Shakespeare, 

Adaptations \^y Shakespeare of old 
plays, 32-3 

Adaptations ftf Shakespeare’s plays 
at the Restoration, 186 
Adulation, extravagance of, in the* 
days of Queen Elizabeth, 66 
Aesthetic school of Shakespearean 
criticism, 187 # 

Alleyn .^Edward, •manages the amal- 
gamated companies of the Admiral 
and Lord Strange, 22-3 ; his large 
savings, 103 
Allot, Robert, 173 

Alls Well that Ends Well: the 


sonnet form of a letter of Helen, 
53; date of production, etc., 77- 
78. For editions see .Section xvii. 
(Bibliography), 163-82 
America, entimsiasm for Sliakcspcare 
in, 192 ; copies of the First Folio 
in, 170 

Amner, Rev. Richard, 179 
' Amorclti,’ .Spenser’s, 57 
Amphitruo of rMauius, the, and a 
scene in The Comedy of Errors, 32 
' Anthia and Abrocoinas,' by X('«o- 
phon Ephesius, and the story of 
Romeo and Juliet, 33 
Antof/y ond (Ccopotra: allusion to 
the part of C.'lcopatra being playctl 
by a boy, 24 ; date of entry in the 
' Stationers' Registers,’ 128 ; tlat<! 
of publication, 128; the story 
derived from Plutarch, 128 ; the 
‘ happy valiancy’ of the style, 128. 
/'e/'ctlitions Section xvii. (Biblio- 
graphy), 163-82 

Apollonius and Silla, Ilistorie of, 107 
‘Apologic for Poctrie,' Sidney’s, 
allusion to the conceit of the im- 
mortalizing powc'r of verse in, 57 ; 
on the adulation of patrons, 66 
‘ Apology for Actors,' Hey wood’s, 

! 9 ^ 

* Arcadia,’ Sidney’s, 125 
* Arden family, of Warwickshire, 4, 

94-5 

Arden family, of Alvanley, 96 
Arden, Alice, 4 

Arden, Edward, executed for com- 
plicity in a Popish plot, 4 
Arden, Joan, 7 

Arden, Mary. See Shakespeare, 
Mary 
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Arden, Robert ( i), sheriff of Warwick- 
shire and Leicestershire in 1438, 4 
Arden, Robert (2), landkml at Snit- 
terficld of Ricliard Stiakespeare, 2, 

4 ; marriage of his daughter Mary 
to John Shakespeare, 4, 5; his 
family and second marriage, 4 ; his 
Jjroperty and will, 4-5 
Arden, Thomas, grandfather of 
Shakespeare's mother, 4 
Arden of Fever sham, a play of un- 
certain authorship, 44 
Ariel, character of, 135 
Ariodante and Ginevra, Hidorie of, 
106 

Ariosto, / Snppositi of, 78 ; Orlando 
J 'arioso of, and Mach Ado aboat 
Nothing, 106 

Aristotle, quotation from, made by 
both Shakespeare and Bacon, 208 
Armado, in Love's Lahoad s Lost, | 
31, 38 

Armenian language, translation of 
Shakespeare in lh(‘, 199 
Arms, coat of, Shakespeare’s, 93-97 
Arms, C.’ollege of, applications of the 
poet’s father to, 2, Qa-97 
Ai'ne, Dr., 187 

Art in England, its indebtedness to 
Shakespeare, 191-2 
Ai You Like It: allusion to the 
part of Rosalind being played by 
a boy, 24 ; acknowledgments to 
Marlowe (iii. v. 80), 39; adapted 
from Lodge’s ‘ Rosalynde,’ io6 ; 
hints taken from ‘ Saviolo’s IVac- 
tise,’ 106; its pastoral character, 
J06. For (*d tions see Section .wii. 
(Bibliography), 163-82 
Asbies, the chief property of Robert 
Arden at Wilmcole, bequeathed to 
Shakespeare s mother, 4 ; mort- 
gaged to Edmund Lambert, 7; 
proposal to confer on John Lam- 
bert an absolute title to the property, 

15 ; Shakespeare’s endeaijour to re- 
cover, 97-8 

Ashbee, Mr, E. W. , 165 
Aspley, William, bookseller, 71, 105, 
t66 , 173 . 

Assimilation, literary, Shakespeare’s 
power of, 37, 56 seq. 

Aston Cantlowe, 4 ; place of the 
marriage of Shakespeare's parents, 5 
‘ Astrophel and Stella,’ 52; the praise 
of ‘blackness’ in, 58-9 
Aubrey, John, the poet’s early bio- 


graphi^r, on J»hn Shakespeare’s 
trade, 3 ; on the poet’s knowledge 
of Latin, 9 ; on John Shakespeare’s 
relations with the* trade of but<^«‘r, 
lo ; oit the poet ry. Chendon, 19; 
lines quoted by him on John 
('ombe, 142 ; on Shakesp(‘ai e’s 
gt^niaf' disposition, 148,; value of 
his biography of^lhe foeb 203 g 
Autobiographical features of Shake- 
speare’s plays, 78-^0, 202 ; • of 

Shakespeare’s sonnefs, the cpiestifui 
of, 55, 56. 59, 60, 62 
I Autographs of the poet, 231-4 
I ‘ Avisa,’ heroine of Willoljie’s po^in, 
59 seq. « ^ 

Ayrer, Jacob, his L'*ic ^ch'bne Sidca , 

133 ’ * ^ 

Bacon, Miss Delia, 210 
Bacon Society, 210 
Itacon-Shal^'speart; controversy (. 
pendix II,), 208-1 T 

Baddesley Clinton, the Shakespeares 
of, 2 

Bandello, the story of Romeo and 
Juliet by, 33 ; the story of Hero 
and Claudio by, 106 the stoiy of 
Twelfth Night by, 107 
‘ Banksidc ’edition of Shakespeare, 
181 » 

Harante, recognition of the greatness 
of Shakespeare by, 197 
Barnard, Sir John, second husband 
of the poet’s granddaughter Eliza- 
beth, T50 

Barnay, Ludwig, 195 
Barnes, Barnahe', the probable rival 
of Shakcs[)eare for Southampton’s 
favour, 65 ; his sonnets, 65 
Barnfiehl, Richard, his adulation of 
Queen F^iizalxnh in ' Cynthia,' 69 ; 
chief author of the ‘ I’assionate 
Pilgrim,’ 90 
Bartholomew Fair, ^4 
Bartlett, John, 207 ♦ 

Ba?*ton collection of Shakes peareana 
at B<Jston, Mass., 192 
Barton-on-the-IIeath,*'^ 7; identical 
* with the ' Hurt*dft ' in the Taming 
of The Shrew, 78 
Baynes, Thomas Spencer, 207 
♦Hoar (iarden in Southwark, The,’ 
the poet's lodgings near, 25 
Bearley, 4 • 

Beaumont, Francis, on ‘ things done 
at the Mermaid,’ 87 
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Bedford, Edward RMssell, third Karl 


of’ hi.s marriage, 76 



Heeston, Williiuyi (a sevelUeeiUh- 
/ eeiUury actor), ou tln^ report that 
vShakespoare was a schoolmaster, 

17 ; on the pool's dieting, ^ 

. BoMeforost (l^an^f^.s do), Shake- 
speare's indebtedness to the ‘ His- 
toi*res Tragi<ijt^\s ’ of, 8, 33, 106, T14 
ReiUla, |. W. T)., German transla- 
tion of Shakt'spt^ire lyy, 194 
Benedix, J. R., opposition to Shake- 
sy>*;arean worship b3^ 194 
Bensley, ^fciobert, actor, 190 
lien tl 0)4 R., iTif. 

BerXoz, fleetor, 198 

Bermudas, the, and The 'J'empesf, 

132 » 

Benners, Lord, translalion^of ‘ Huon 
of Bordeaux ' by, 77 
liernhardt, Madame Sarah, 198 
Betterton, Mrs., 188 
liettorton, Thomas, 20, i86, 188, 204 
Bianca and her lovers, story of, partly 
drawn from the ‘ Supposes ' of 
George Gascoigne, 78 
Bible, the, S^iakf'spean- and, 9 
Bibliogr.iphy <.il Sh.dvespeart', 163- 
182 ■* 

Ridford, near Stratford, legend of a 
drinking bout at, 144 
Biography of the poet, sourc'es of 
(Appendix 1.), 203-207 
Birmingham, memorial Shakesjicare 
library at, 162 

Biron, in Len'c's f.abours I.osi, 30, 31 
Birth of Merlin, 90 
Birthplace, Shakespeare's, 5 
' Bisson,’ use of the word, 176 
Blackfriars, Shakespeare’s^ purchase! 
of property in, 141 

Blackfriars Theay;e, built by James 
Burbage (1596), 23, 101 ; le.ase<l to , 
‘ the Queen*s Chihlren of the 
Cdiapel,' 23, T^oi, 109; occupied by , 
Shakespeare’s comijany, 23 ; litiga- 
tion of Burbage’s heirs, 100; Shake- 
speare’s interest **in, loi, 102; * 
shareholders in, 102 ; Shakespeare’s ] 
disposal of his shares in, 139 | 

‘ Blackness,’ Shakespeare’s praise of, 
58, 59 • * ' 

Blades, William, 205 | 

Blount, Edward, publisher, 72, 91,* 
128, 166, 167, 173 1 


Boadt^i, James, 206 
Boai.stuau de Launay ( Bierrc) trans- 
lates Band'^llo story of R<jmeo 
and Juliet, 33 
Boar’s I It‘a« I 'l ax i‘i n , 8j 
Boas, Mr. l\ S., 207 
B>oecaccio, Shakc'speare’s indebted- 
ness to, 77, 131, 132 . 

Bodensh'dt, bViedrich von, (jcrman 
translator of Shak<'spear(‘, 194 
Bodleian copy t)f the J^'inst I'Mlio, 
172 

Boliemia, allotted a seashore in 
Winters Tale, 132; translatiojis 
of Shakespeare in, 199 
P>oiardo, i2r) 

Bonian, Richard, printer, n6 
Booth, Barton, actoi-, 188 
Booth, Edwin, 192 
Booth, Junius BruUis, 192 
Booth, Lionel, 173 

Borck, Baron (J. W. von, transla- 
tion of Julius iJasar into ( h-rman 
•>y. *93 

Boswell, James, 187 
Bosw(!ll, James (th<! younger), 179 
Boswell-Stone, .Mr. \V. (h, 205 
Biittgi'r, A., German tianslation of 
Shakespeare by, r94 
Boy-aetors, 21, 24, rog-io ; the strift; 
between adult actors and, 109-14, 

ti3 

Boydcll, John, his seh<'me for illus- 
trating tlu! work of the poet, i<)2 
Bracebridge, ( '. II., 205 
Bradley, Prof. A. (J., 207 
P>rand(‘s, Mr. (ieorg, 207 
Brathwaitc, Riehaid, 142 
Brewster, E., 174 
Bright, Jamtrs I ley wood, 206 
P>rooke c)r Broke, Artlmr, his irans- 
laticm of the story cd' Romeo and 
Juliet, 33, 179 

Brooke, Ralph, complains about 
.Shakespeare’s eoat-of-arms, 96 
Brown, G. |\rmitage, 20O 
Brown, John, obtains a writ of 
distraint against Shakespeni<!’s 
father, 7 

line. Sir George, 128 
Buckingham, John ShefTield, first 
Duke of, 119 

Bucknill, Dr. John Charles, on the 
poet’s medical knowleilge, 205 
Burbage, Cuthbert, 23, 10 1 
Burbage, Janies, owner of The 
Theatre and keeper of a livery 
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stable, 20, 22 ; erects the Blaqjtfriars 
Theatre, 23 

Burbage, Richard, etjoiieously as- 
sumed to have Ijeeii a native of 
Stratford, 19; demolishes 'I he 
Theatre and builds the (jlobe 
Theatre, 23, 98, 101 ; performs, 

• with Shakespeare and Kem}), befon^ 
Queen Elizabeth at (Ireenwieh 
Palace, 26 ; his impersonation of 
the King in Richa^'d II J, 39 ; his 
income, loi, 112 ; creat(*s the title- 
part in Hamkt, 114, ti8 ; his repu- 
tation made by creating the leading 
parts in th(‘ poet’s tragedies, 139 ; 
anecdote of, 139 ; ‘ impresa ’ of, 

T41 ; the poet’s becjuc'st to, 146; 
as a painter, 141, 158 
lhirl>ie, C.'ulhbert, 31 
Burgersdijk, Dr. L. A. transla- 
tion in Dutch by, T99 
Busby, John, 84 
Butter, Nathaniel, 89, 124 


Calihan, the character of, 133, T35 
Cambridge, Ham lei acted at, 1 15 
Cambridge edition of Shakespeare, 
180 

Camden, William, 95 
(Campbell, Lord, on the poet’s legal 
acquire men ts, 205 

Capell, Edward, reprint of Edward 
III in his ‘Prolusions,’ 44, 115; 
his edition of Shakespeare, 177 ; his 
works on the poet, 178 
Carderiio, the lost play of, 90, 136 
Castille, (Tonstable of, entertainments 
in his honour at Whitehall, 120 
Castle, William, parish clerk of 
Stratford, 20 

Catherine 11 of Russia, adaptations 
of the Merry IV/z'es and Kin^John 
by, 199 

‘ Centurie of Spiritual Sonnets, A,’ 
Barnes's, 65 # 

Cervantes, his ‘ Don Quixote,’ foun- 
dation of lost play of Cardenio, 
136 ; death of, 144 
Chamberlain, the Lord, his compan^^ 
of pla)ers. Sec Hunsdon, first 
Lord and second Lord 
Chamberlain, John, 69 
Chapman, George, his alleged rivalry 
with Shakespeare for Southampton’s 
favour, 66 ; his translation of the 
‘ Iliad,’ 1 17 


Charlecote Park,* probably the scene 
of the poaching e})isode, t 6 
(diaries I and the i)Oct’s |)lays^i84 , 
his cojiy of the Se'cond I'olio, 1^3 
(.'luirles * 1 1, Jiis cojiy of the Seconc\ 
Folio, 173 
( diateaubri.'ind , 197 
(jilTttefJiin, Chevidier de. Tendering of 
Hamlet by, 19s • • • 

(Taucer, the story of ' Lucrece ' in 
his ‘ Legend of Go^ Women, *^47 ; 
hints in his ‘ Knight’s Tale ’ Fir 
Afidsi/mmer Dream, 77 ; 

the i)lot of Troll us ajid Cressida 
taken from his ‘ Troilus and (iiires- 
seid,’ 117; plot of The 'flivo Noble 
Khisiucn drawn fr 01*1 his ‘ J<.night’s 
Tale,’ 137 • 

(Jhenier, Marie-Joseph, sides with 
Voltaire in the Shakesj^earean con- 
troversy n France, 197 • 

Chester, Robert, his* Love’s Martyr,’ 

Chet tic, Henry, the publisher, his 
description of Shakespeare as an 
actor, 26 : his apology for Greene’s 
attack on Shakespciue, 35, n6 ; 
147 ; appeals to Shakespeare to 
write an elegy on (^uc^i Elizabeth, 
118 

(Jhetwynde, Peter, ptiblisher, 173 
Chiswell, R., 174 

Chronology of Shakespeare’s plays, 
29-34. 37-44. 76 105 .ytV-. ^21 
seq. , 130 seq. 

Cibber, Colley, t 88 
Cibber, Mrs., 189 

Cibber, Theophilus, the reputed 
compiler of ‘ Lives of the Poets,’ 20 
Cinthio, the ‘ Hecatommithi ’ of, 
Shakespeare’s indebtedness to, 8, 
32, 12I^ 

Clark, Mr. W. G., 180 
Cl< 5 ment, Nicolas,*, criticism of the 
poet by, 196 

Cleopatra : the poet ’5 allusion to her 
part being played rby a boy, 24 ; 
compared with tl^e ‘ dark lady ’ of 
^ the ‘Sonnet^’ 59; her character, 

I 128 * 

j Clive, Mrs., 189 
’ (-dopton. Sir Hugh, 97 
I* Clopton, Sir John^ 151 
j Cobham, Henry Brooke, ei^th Lord, 

I 81 • 

r Cokain, Sir Aston, lines on Shake 
1 speare and Wincot ale by, 79 
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Coleridge, S. T., f)n the style of ; 
Antony and C/eopatm, 128 ; on The 
Tiw Noble Kinsmen, 136; repre- 
* sedative of the aesthetic school, 
187; on Edmund Kean, i9t); 207 
iC'ollier, John Payne, includes Muce- 
dorus \n his edition of Shakesi^cnre, 
45; his forgeries, in the ' W:-rkiivs 
i'olio,’ .i73p; lily. 204 ; other 
forgeries (Appendix r.), 203-7 
Collins, Fiant^. Shakespeare’s so- 
HI:itor, 143, 145 
Collins, Rev. Johi^ 179 
Combe, John, iH'Cjiiest k'ft t(j the 
p(l^‘t by, T42 ; lines written upon his 
inone3^iJending, 142 
Combe, Thon^is, legac\' of the poet 
t#, t 4<5 

Coml»e, William, his attempt to 
enclose coj^imon land at Stratford, 

^43 * 

Comedy of Rrrors : 9, 32 ; performed 
in the hall of (dray’s Inn 1594, 43. 
Tor editions sec S(‘etion xvii. 
(Bibliography). 163-82 
‘ Complainte of Rosamond,’ Daniel’s, 
parallelisms in Romeo and Juliet 
with, 33 ; As tofjic and metre re- 
tieclod in ‘ Luciece,’ 47 
Concordances to Shakespeare, 207 
Condell, Henry,* actor, 22, iot, T03, 
130 ; the poet’s l)<4t|uest to him, 
146 ; signs dedication of First Folio, 
166, 167-8 

Conjessio A mantis, (low er’s, 127 
Contention betwixt the Ri o Jo mans 
houses of Yorke and Lancaster, first 
part of the, 36 

Cooke, George Frederick, actor, 190 
Coriolanus : 128-9. editions see 

Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 <% 

Cotes, Thomas, printer, 173 
Cotswolds, the, Shakespeare’s allu- 
sion to, 81 

Court, the, Shakespeare's relations 
with, 50, 52, 118-20, cf. T31-2, 138 
Cowden-Clarke* Mrs., 207 
Cowley, actor, 106 

Craig, Mr. W. J., 1^2 * 

Creede, Thomas, 36, draft of the 
Merry Wives of Windsor printed 
by, 84 ; draft of Henry V printed^ 
by, 8^ fraudulently assigns plays 
t% Shakespeare, 88 

Cromwell, History of Thomas, Lordf 

174 


‘ Cryplogram, The Great,’ 210 
(airtain rhealrc.', Moorficlds, 20, 22-23 
( aishman, Chyrlottc', 192 
Cymbeline : 130-1. Jfir editions see 
Section xvii, ( Bibliograiihy ), 163- 
182 

Cynthia's Revels, performed at 
Hlackfriars 'Pheatre, 109 • 

(Jyrano de Bergerac, plagiarisms of 
.Shakes[K‘nre l>y, 196 


‘ DaU’H ANTUs,’ allusion to the poet 
in Scoloke.r’s, 147 

Daniel, Samuel, parallelisms in 
Romeo and Juliet witli his ‘(’i>m- 
plainteof Rosamond,’ 33 ; lh<‘ topic 
and mi'tre of the ‘ ( 'omjilainti' of 
Rosamond ’ reflected in ‘ Luereee,’ 
47; claims immortality for his 
sonnets, 57 ; celebrates in via s(‘ 
Southampton’s release from jirison, 
60 

Danish, translations of Shakt'speare 
in, 199 

Danter, John, prints surre|>titious 1 y 
Romeo and Juliet, 3.] ; Titus 
Andronicus entered at StalioniMs’ 
Hall by, 40 

D’Avenant, John, ki^ejis the Crown 
Inn, Oxford, t.:|o » 

D’Avtmant. Sir William, relates the 
story of Shakespeai holding horses 
outside playhouses, 20 ; on the 
story of Southampton’s guft to 
Shakespeare, 63 ; a IcUter cf King 
James to the poet once in his 
possession, 119; vSliakespeare’s 
alleged paternity of, 139-40 ; 184 
Davies, Archdeacon, vicar of Sa}ierton, 
Shakespeare’s poaching, 16; on 
‘Justice Clodpate ’ (Justice Shal- 
low), 17 : 203 

Davies, John, of Hereford, his allu- 
sion to the parts played by Shake- 
spt'are, ^6 ; celebrates in verse 
Southampton's release from prison, 
^9 ; his ‘ Wittes Pilgrimage ’ 
Davies, Sir John, 145 
Deatli-mask, the Kesselstadt, 160 
* Decameron,' the, indebtedness of 
Shakespeare to, 77, 131. 132 
‘ Dedicatory ’ sonnets of Shake- 
speare, 62 scq. 

Dekker, 'Phomas, the quarrel w^ith 
Ben Jonson, 109-12 ; 116; on King 
James’s entry into London, 119 
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Delius, Nikolaus, edition of J^ake- 
speare by, 180 ; studies of the text 
and metre of the poet by, n>5 
Dennis, Jolm, on the \ieny ll '/vps of 
Windsor, 8^ ; his tribuU* to tin* 
poet, 186 

Derby, JuM'diiKuido StanUy (Lord 

• Strange), Karl of, his patronage of 
actors, 21-2 : performances by his 
company, 34, 36, 40, 45 

Derby, William Stanley, Fail of, 

Desportes, Philippe, his claim for the 
immortality of verse, 57 
Deutsche Shakespeare-(jescllschaft, 
207 

Devrient family, the, stage, repnesen- 
tation of Shakespeare by, 195 
Diana, (icorgc de Montemayor’s, 
and Two Gentlemen of Verona, 32 ; 
translations of, 32 

Diderot, opposition to \’oltairc‘’s 
strictures by, 196 

Digges, Ivconard, on ifu^ superior 
popularity of Julius Orsar to 
Jonson's Catiline, 113 ; commenda- 
tory verses on the poet, 147, 164, 
167 ; on the poet’s popularity, 184 

* Don Quixote’ and the lost play 

Carden io, 136 

Uoncaster, the name of Shakespeare 
at, I 

Donne, Dr. John, his anecdote about 
Shakespeare and Jonson, 87 
Donnelly, Mr. Ignatius, 210 
Double JCilsehood, or the Distrest 
Lovers, 136 
Douce, h'rancis, 205 
Dowdall, John, 203 
Dowden, Professor, 187, 205 
Drake, Nathan, 205, 207 
Drayton, Michael, 37, 353 ; claims im- 
mortality for his sonnets, 57 ; at 
New IMace, Stratfcjrd, 144 
Droeshout, Martin, engraver of the 
portrait in the First Pt^io, 155-7 ; 
his uncle of the same name, a 
painter, 157 , 

Droeshout painting, 156-7 
Droitwich, native place of JoIiq 
H eming, one of Shakespeare's 
actor-friends, 19 

Dryden, a criticism of the poet's w ork 
^y> 185 I presented with a copy 
of the Chandos portrait of the poet, 
158; 203 

Ducis, Jean-Fran9ois, adaptations of | 


the poet for tke French stage by, 
T97. 198 

Dulwich, manor of, purchased by 
Edward Alleyn, 103 * 

Dumain; Lot<l, in^ /.tn’c'.s I .abour s 
31 ■ • 

Dumas, Ahexandre, adaj)tation of 
^fatmlct by, 198^ 

J.>uport, Paul, rejfeats»\’'ojtaire's c#n- 
suit‘. 197 

Dyce, .Alexander, on TtJie Two Noble 
Kinsmen, 136; his ?clition ofSh;fke- 
s pea re, 180 

Ehf.m, translation of AJ'igel^in’s 
‘ X'oyage to the So^th Pole ’ by, 
r33 • • 

h.ditions of Sliakespeare’s works. 

See under Quarto anti J^'olio 
Editors of Shakespeare, in the 
t'ightecnfh century, 173-80 ; in tne 
nineteenth century, 180-2 ; of 
variorum editions, 179-81 
Education of Shakespeare, 7-10 
Edward II , Marlowe’s, Richard II 
sugg<.‘sted by, 39 

Edward III, a play •of uncertain 
authorshij), 44 ; (juotation from one 
of Shakespeare’s somnfts, 44 
Edwardes, Kichardf. author of tln^ 
lost play F^lcvnion and Arcyte, 

137 

Edwards, Thomas, * Canons of Criti- 
cism ' of, 177 
Eld, Ceorge, printer, 71 
Elizabeth, Princess, marriage of, 
performance of The Tempest, &c. 
at, 133, 136, 138, 139 
Elizabeth, Queen : her visit to Kenil- 
worth, 10 ; Shakespeare and other 
actors j^iy before her, 26, 44, 50; 
show's tlie poet special favour, 50-1 ; 
her enthusiasm for F'alstaff, 50-T, 
83 ; called ' Cynfiha’ by the poets, 
69 ; elegies on her, #>9 ; compliment 
to her in Midsumjner Night's 
Dream, 76-7 ; hef objections to 
Richard II , 87; death, 118 
Ely House portf.'tit, 157-8 
Elze, Friedrich Karl, ' Life of Shake- 
speare ’ by, 205 ; Shakespeare 
I studies of, 195 
E ndymion , Lyly’sr 37 • 

Eschenburg, Johann Joachim, oom- 
pletcs Wieland’s German prose 
translation of Shakespeare, 193 
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Error, Historie of, ^nd Comedy of 
Errom, 32 

Essex, Robert Devereux, second Earl 
•of, jg^inpany of actors undi'i* the 
patronage of, 20 ; an enthusiastic 
leccption prediPled f(Ji- him in 
London in Henry V, 86 ; trial and 
execution, 8y ^ 

Eupi^nes, Lyly’s^l’olciiiiis's atlvice tfi* 
Laert(is borrowed from, 37 
Evans, Sir Il^gli, quotes l^atin 
phaises, 8 ; ^ngs snatches of 
Marlowe’s ‘ Come live with nu' and 
be my love,’ 39 ’• 

Every Mini in his Humour, Shake- 
speifte acts in, 26, 86 ; prohibition 
on its publication, 105 

J • 

Eair]- Em, a play of doubtful author- 
ship, 45 • 

Falltaff, Queen Elizabeth’s •L'lUhusi- 
asm for, 50-1, 83 ; 81-3 
Farmer, Dr. Richard, on Shake- 
speare’s education, 8, 205 
imstolf, Sir John, 82 
Faucit, Helen. Sec Martin, I-ady 
Eclix and PhiUMncna , Hi dory (f, 2 )^ 
Felton portrait, 159 
Field, Henry ,»father of the London 
printer, 92 , 

Field, Richard, 19-20^; publishes 
‘ Venus and Adonis,’ 46, and 
‘ Lucrcce,’ 47 

Finnish, translations of Shakespeare 
in, 199 

1 ^'isher, Mr. Clement, 79 
Fitton, Mary, 206 

I'leay, Mr, F, Ck, on Shakespeare’s 
and Drayton’s sonnets, 204 
Fletcher, John, 90, 135 ; collaborates 
with Shakespeare in TJe Tivo 
Noble KinsJiien and Henty VIII, 

, 136. 138 

Fletcher, T^awrenc^ actor, takes a 
theatrical conq^any to Scotland, 25, 
118 

h'lorio, John, the sbnnet prefixed to his 
' Second Frutes,' 53 ; his transla- 
tion of Montaigne’»^Essays,’ 133 ; 
Shakespeare’s signature in the 
British Museum copy of Florio’s 
* Montaigne,’ 154 ; his praise of 
Southampton, 64 » 

F'olio,^thc First, 1623: editor’s note 
as to the case with which the poet 
wrote, 28 ; the syndicate for itspro- 


• 

ducti|n, t66 ; its contents, 167; 
prefanjiy matter, 167 ; value of the 
text, 169 ; order of the plays, 169 ; 
the fypogra^diy, 169; uniijue 
C(»i)ies, 170-2 ; the .Sheldon copy, 
170; wSibthoi p CO]))', J70-3 : num- 
ber of extant copies, T72; laggard’s 
presentation copy, 170-3 ; ri'prints, 
173; the ‘ Daniel ’ copy, 172 
I''olio, the Second, 173 
Folio, the Third, 173-4 
Folio, th(* h'ourth, 174 
Forgeries in the ‘ I’erkins Folio,’ 173 
f'orman, Dr. Simon, 124, 131 
Forrest, Edwin, American actor, 192 
Fortune d'heatnq 108 
l-'rance, versions and criticisms of 
.Shakespeare in, 196-8 ; stage repre- 
sentation of the poet in, 198 
h’rciligrath, f'erdinand von, Cerman 
translation of Shakesj^xire by, 194 
French, the poet’s acquaintance with, 

8 

Frencii, George Russell, 20| 

' h'reyntlon’ (or h'rittenden), r 
Friendship, sonnets of, Shakespeare’s, 
66-8 

Friltenden, Kent. See I'rc'yndon 
Fulbroke Park and the poaching 
episode, 17 

Fuller, Thomas, allusion in his ^ 
'Worthies’ to Sir John i'astolf, 
82; on th(i ‘wit combats’ between 
Shakespeare and Jonstm, 87; the 
first biographer of the poet, 203 
Fulman, Rev. W., 203 
Furness, Mr. 11 . Ht, his 'New 
Variorum’ edition, 180, 192 
Furness, Mrs. II. H., 207 
Furnivall, Dr. !•'. J., 165, 182, 187, 205 


Gai.iA'P, Mrs., 211 
Garnett, Henry, the Jesuit, 123 
Garrick, David, 175, 187, 188-9 
Gascoigni*. George, his Supposes, 78 
Gastrell, Rev? Francks, 151 
Gates, Sir d'homas, 133 
(Germany, .Shakespearean represent.i- 
» tions in, 191, 195; translations (d 
flic poet's works and criticisms in, 
T93-f) ; Shakespeare Society in, 195 
ffTervinus, ‘ Commentaries ' by, 195 
‘ Gesta Romanorum ’ and the Mer- 
chant of VeJiice, 41 

•Ghost In Hamlet, the, played by 
Shakespeare, 26 
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Gilchrist, Octavius, 205 | 

Gildon, Charles, on the rapid pro- 
duction of the Alerry Wives of | 
Windsor, 83 

(iiovanni (Fiorentino), Ser, Shake- 
speare’s indebtedness to his ‘ 11 
Pecorone,’ 8, 41, 84 

• ‘ Globe’ edition of Shakespeare, 182 
Globe Theatre, 23, 98, 100- 1 ; de- 
scribed Ijy Shakespeare, 23, cf. 84 ; 
revival of Richard // at, 86; per- 

• forniance of A ll 'inter s Tale, 13T ; 
its destruction by fire, 137 ; Shakt'- ' 
speare’s disposal of his shares, 

*39 . . 

Goethe, criticism and adaptation of 
Shakespeare by, 194 
Golding, Arthur, his English version 
of the ‘ Metamorphoses,’ 8, 77, 133 
Gollancz, Mr. Israel, 182 
Gosson, Stephen, his ‘ Schoole of 
Abuse,' 41 

Gottsched, J. C., denunciation of 
Sliakespeare by, 193 
Gounod, opera of Romeo and Juliet 
by, 198 

Gower, John, in Pericles, 127 ; his 
' Confessio Amantis,' 127 
Gower, Lord Ronald, 16 1 
Grave, Shakespeare’s, 144 

• Gray, Mr, J. W. , 205 

Gray’s Inn Hall, performance of The 
Comedy of Errors in, 43 
Greek, Shakespeare’s alleged ac- 
quaintance with, 8, 9 
Green, C. F. , 205 

Greene, Robert, his attack on Shake- 
.speare, 35; his publisher’s apology, 
35 ; his share in the original draft 
of Henyy VI, 36 ; his influence on 
Shakespeare, 37 ; describes a m<*et- 
ing with a player, 99 ; A Winter s 
Tale founded on his Pandosto, 
132 

Greene, 'I'homas, actor at the Red 
Bull Theatre, 19 f 
Grcene,Thomas ( ‘ alias Shakespeare’ ), 
a tenant of New Place, and Shake- 
speare’s legal adviser, 97, 104, 143 
Greenwich Palace, Shakespeare anSl 
other actors play before Queen 
Elizabeth at, 26, 44, 51 
Greet, hamlet in Gloucestershire' 
identical with the ‘Greece’ in the 
Taming of the Shrew, 80 
Grendon, near Oxford, Shakespeare’s 
alleged sojourn there, 19 


Griggs, Mr. W.*, 165 
Grimm, Baron, recognition of Shake- 
speare’s greatness by, 197 0. , 

‘ Groats-worth of Wit,’ Greene’s 
pamphlet, 35 • 

Guizot, Fran9ois, revision of Le 
Tourneur’s translation by, 197 


‘H., Mr. W.,’ 74-5; ‘W. H.’s’ true 
relations with 'J’Fiomas 'Ffmrpe, 
206 

Hackot, Marian ^and Cicely, in the 
Taming of The Shrew, 78-9 
Hal, Prince, 8t, 84 .• 

Hales, John (of Eton), on^the superi- 
ority of Shakespqrue to^ all other 
poets, 184 • 

Hall, Elizabeth, the poet’s grand- 
daughter, 96, 140, 146, 150, 151 
Hall, Djj, John, the poet’s son-in^aw, 
140, 145, 150 

Hall, Mrs. Susanna, the poet’s elder 
daughter, 96, 140, 146, 149-59 
Hall, William (i), on the inscription 
over the poet’s grave, 144, 203 
Hall, William (2). See * H., Mr. W.’ 
Halliwell-Phillipps, James Orchard, 
his edition of vShake.si;ieare, 173, 181; 
his great lal)onrs on Shakespeare’s 
biography, 187, ^>04, 207 
Hamit. t: Polonius’s advice to Laertes 
borrowed from Lyly’s Euphues, 37 ; 
allusion to boy-actors, T09-10 ; date 
of production, &c. , T13-6. For 
editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 
graphy), 163-182 

Hanmer, Sir Thomas, 115; his edi- 
tion of Shakespeare, 176 
Harington, Sir John, translates 
Ariosto, 106 

Harington, Lucy, her marriage to the 
third Earl of Bedford, 76 
H arness, Williatjfl, 181 
Harrison, John, publisher of ‘ Lu- 
crece,’ 47 * 

Harsnet, ' Declarayon of Popish Im- 
postures ’ by, 1^5 

Hart family,, the, and the pocjt’s 
reputed birthplace, 5 
Hart, Joan, Shakespeare’s sister, 5; 
his bequest to her, 146 ; her three 
sons, 146, 15 
Hart, John, 151 ' • 

Hart, Joseph C., 209 • 

Hathaway, Anne. See Shakespeare, 
Anne 
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Hathaway, CatherinCyiSister of Anne 
Hathaway, ii 

Hathaway, Joan, mother of Anne 
Hat^ik^vay, ii 

Hathaway, Richard, marriage of his 
^daughter Anne (T)r Agnes) to the 
poet, 10-12 

. Hawthorne, Nathaniel, 210 « • ^ 

HazljjJt, Williani,^and phakespearearf 
' criticism, 187, 205 
‘ Heca^ommithi,’, Cinthio’s, Shake- 
spe^ire’s indebtelness to, 8, 32, 121 
Heine, studies of iShakespeare’s 
heroines by, 194 '* 

Helena in All's Well that Ends 
Welt, 78 

Herning, jdlin (actor-friend of Shake- 
spejye), 19, 22,^102, 103, 139; the 
poets becjuest to, 146; signs dedi- 
cation of First Folio, 166, 167-8 
Henderson, Joi^n, actor, 189 
Heni^y-in-Arden, 3 » 

Henrietta Maria, Queen, billeted 
on Mrs. Hall (the i)oct's daughter) 
at Stratford, 150 

"Henry /K (parts i. and ii.): Justice 
Shallow, 26; its publication, 80-1 ; 
its characters, 31-4. /'expeditions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 * 

^ Henry V, The I'ni^tous Victories of, 
the groundwork of Henry /V and 
of Henry V, 80, 86 
Henry V : French dialogues, 8 ; date 
of production, , 84-6. V'or 
editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 
graphy), 163-182 
Henry F/ (pt. i.), 34-7 
Henry VI (pt. ii.) : publication, &c. , 

36^7 

Henry VI (pt, iii.), production, 22, 
36 ; publication, &c. , For 

editions see Section xvii. biblio- 
graphy), 163-82 

Henry VIII, 85 ; publication, author- 
ship, &c. i37-8j. For editions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 • 

Henryson, Robert, 

Henslowe, Philip, ere«lfs the Rose 
Theatre, 22, 116, 137 
‘ Heptameron of Civil Discources,’ 
Whetstone’s, 122 
Herder, Joh^n Gottfiied, 193 
Herfor^, Professor C. H., 182 
‘ Hero and Leander, ’ Marlowe’s, quo- 
tation in As You Like It from, 39 


Herringman, H., 174 . 

Hess, T93 

Heyse, Paul, (Jerman translation of 
Shakespeare by, 194 
Heywood, Thomas, his poems pirated 
^in the ‘Passionate Pilgrim,’ 91, 
164, 184 

Hill, Jolin^ marriage of his widow, 
Agnes or Anne, to Robert Arden, 4 
Holinshed’s ‘ Chronicles,’ materials 
taken by Shakespeare from, 9, 28, 
38, 39, 80, 123, T25, 130 . 

Holland, translations of Shakespeare 
in, 199 

Holland, Hugh, 167 
Holmes, Nathaniel, 210 
Holofernes, quotes Latin phrases 
from Lily’s grammar, 8 
Horace, his claim for the immor- 
tality of verse, 57 
Hotspur, 81 

Howaixl of lOfhngh.am, the Lord 
Admiral, Charles, Lord, his com- 
pany of actors, 21 ; its short 
alliance with Shakespeare’s com- 
pany, 22 

Hudson, Rev. H. N., 182 
Hughes, Mrs. Margaret, plays female 
parts in the place of boys, r88 
Hugo, Frnn9ois Vhetor, translation of 
Shakespeare by, 197 
Hugo, Victor, 197-8 
Hungary, translations and perform- 
ances of Shakespeare in, 199 
Hunsdon (Lord Chamberlain), (jeoigt; 
Carey, .second Lord, his company 
of players, 22 

Hunsdon (Lord Chamberlain), Henry 
Carey, first Lord, his conqiany of 
players, 22 

Hunt, Thomas, master of Stratford 
Grammar School, 7 
Hunter, Rev. Josejih, 187, 204 
' Huon of Bordeaux,’ hints for the 
story of Oberon from, 77 


‘ iGNyTO,’ 91 

Immortality of verse, claimed by 
• SJiakespearc for his sonnets, 57; 

treated by Drayton and Daniel, 57 
Imogen, the character of, 131 
incomes of actors, 98-103 
India, translations and representa- 
tions of Shakespeare in, 200 
ingannaii (<^^’). its resemblance to 
Tuielfth Night, 107 
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Ireland, Samuel, on the fbaching 
episode, 16-7 

Irishman, the only, hi Shakespeare’s 
dramaiis per so net, 85 
Irving, Sir Henry, 191 
Italian, the poet’s acquaintance with, 
8 

Italy, Shakespeare’s knowledge of, 
25-6 ; translations and perform- 
ances of Shakespeare in, 198 
Itinerary of Shakespeare’s company 
• in the provinces between 1593 and 
1614, 24-5 


Jaggakd, Isaac, 166, 167 
Jaggard, William, piratically inserts 
two of Shakespeare’s sonnets in 
his ‘ Passionate Pilgrim,’ 70, 90, 
163 : prints the First Folio, 166, 
167 

James VI of Scotland and I of 
England, his appreciation of Shake- 
speare, 51 ; his accession to the 
kaiglish throne, 69 ; his patronage 
of Shakespeare and his company, 
118-20; performances of Winie? s 

Tale and The Tempest before him, 


131-2, 133 

James, Sir Henry, 173 
•Jameson, Mrs., 207 
Jansen, Cornelius, alleged portrait of 
Shakespeare by, 159 
Jeiv of Malta s Marlowe's, 42 
Jew . . , skoione at the Bull, a lost 


play, 41 

John, King, old play on, attributed 
to the poet, 89 

John, King, Shakespeare’s play of, 
43. For editions see vSection xvii. 
(Bibliography), 163-82 

Johnson, Dr., his story of Shake- 
speare, 20 ; his edition of Shake- 
speare, 177, 178, 179 ; his reply to 
Voltaire, 196 

Johnson, Gerard, his fiionument to 
the poet in Stratford Church, 146 

Johnson, Robert, lyrics set to music 

134 , 

Jon son, Ben, on Shakespeare’s Ijick 
of exact scholarship, 9 ; Shake- 
speare takes part in the performance 
oi livery Man in his Humour 
in Sejanus, 26; on Titus Andro- 
nicus, 40 ; on the appreciation of^ 
vShakespeare shown by Elizabeth 
and James I, 51 ; relations with 


Shakespearof 86-7 ; share in the 
appendix to ‘ Love's Martyr,’ 90 ; 
quarrel with Marston and l^ekki*!-, 
109-13 ; his ‘ Poetaster,’ 111*; allu- 
sions to. him if the Return from 
Parnassus, 112; his scornful crirt- 
. eism of Julius Ccaar, 113; satiric 
• « anusion to A Winter s Tale, 132 ; 
his sneering reference to Tire 
Tempest \\\ Bartholomew B'air, 134 ; 
entertained by Sb-'fKespcare ;t^New 
Place, Stratford, rqq ; testimony 
to Shakespeai#<’s character, 147 ; 
his tribute to Shakespeare in the 
First Folio, 167, 172, 183 f 
Jordan, Mrs., 190 ** 

Jordan, Thomas, life lini'^s on men 
playing female parts, 188 * 

Jourdain, Sylvester, 132 
‘ Jubilee,’ vSh.ikespcarcfy, 187 
Julius C^.sar, 107-8 ; Jonson’s hcfotile 
criticism, 113. For editions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 


Kk.\n, Edmund, iqc^ 198 
Keller, A., German translation of 
Shakespeare by, 19.4^ 

Kemble, Charles, 198 
Kemble, John Phfrip, 189 
Kemp, WiMiani, comedian, plays 
at (Greenwich Palace, 26; 106, 

tI2 

Kenilworth, Elizabeth’s visit to, 10, 
cf. 76 

Ketzcher, N. , translation into Russian 
by. 199 

Killigrcw, Thomas, and the substitu- 
tion of women for boys in female 
parts, 188 

King’s flayers, the company of, 22- 
25 ; 118-20 

Kirkland, the n^ne of Shakespeare 
at I 

Kirkman, Francis, |iublisher, 90 
Knight, Charle.s, 

Kok, A. S., translation into Dutch 

199 ^ 

Korner, J., German translation of 
Shakespeare by, 194 
Kraszcw.ski, Polish translation edited 

^y- ^99 • , 

Kreyssig, Friedrich A. T., studies or 
the poet by, 195 *' 

Kyd, Thomas, influence of, on Shake- 
speare, 37, 40, 114 
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‘ L., H.,’ initials on-* seal attesting 
Shakespeare’s autograph. Sec 
J^awrynce, Henry 

La Hl?rpe and the Shakespearean 
controversy in Fiance, 197 
Lamb, Charles, 136, 190 
Larnbardc, William, 87 
Lambert, Edmund, nx>rtgagee 0?th‘*‘<* 
,As>)ies property, 7, '^5, 129 
Lambert, John, proposal to confer 
up(^ him an '^J)So^ute title to the 
.Asnies property, 15 ; John Shake- 
speare’s lawsuit af^iinst, 97-8 
L;ine, Nicholas, a creditor of John 
Shahespeare, 92 
Langbainef*Gerard, 40, 203 
Laroche, genjar^in, translation by, 

i97» 

Latin, the poet’s acquaintance with, 
8-9 *1 

‘ Laycn,' use of the word ii^ Shake- 
speare, 87 

Law, the poet's knowledge of, 20 
Lawrence, Henry, his seal beneath 
. Shakespeare’s autograph, 141 
Lear, Kirii^: date of composition, (S:e. 
124-6. .Abrechtions .set’ Section xvii. 
(Bibliography], 163-82 
Leblanc, TheAbbc^, 196 
» Legge, lAr. TTionias, a Latin piect; 
on Richard III L^, 38 
Leicester, Earl of, hisenttrtakunentof 
Q)uccm Elizabeth at Kenilworth, 10, 
76 ; his regiment of Warwickshire 
youths for service in the Low 
Countries, 17 ; his com])any of 
players, 20, 21 
Leo, F. A,, 195 

Leoni, Michele, Italian translation 
of the poet issued by, 198 
‘ Leopold ’ Shakspere, the, 182 
Lessing, defence of Shakcspmrc by, 

193 

L’Estiangc, Sir Nicholas, 86 
Le Tourneur, Pierre, French prose 
translation of Shakespeare by, 197 
Lintot, Bernard, ^19 
Locrhie, Tragedie ^ 88, 174 
Lodge, Thomas, 35, 37; his ‘Scillacs 
Metamorphosis,' 4/; his ' Rosa- 
lyndc ’ the foundation of As You 
Like It, 106 

London Prodigall, 89^ 174 

Lopez, RoJIerigo, Jewish physician, 

42 • 

Lcfve, treatment of, in sonnets, 53 
‘ Lover ’ and ‘ love ’ synonymous with 


‘ frien^’ and ‘ fricnd.ship ’ in Eliza- 
bethan English 63, 66 
‘ Lover’s Coniylaint, A,’ possibly 
written by Shakespeare, 71 
Loves Labour s Lost: Latin phrases 
I in, 8 ; [Hiblication, A:e. 30 ; inhu- 
enee of Lyly, 37 ; performed at 
Whitehall, 50; e.xainjdes of llie 
poet’s first attempts at sonnetteer- 
ing, 52 ; scornful allusion to .sonnet- 
teering, 55. For editions see Sec- 
tion xvii, (Bibliography), 163 82 » 

Love s Labour s Won, attribiitcfl by 
Meres to Shakespeare, 77. See 
All's Well 

' Love’s Martyr, or Rosalin's Com- 
plaint,’ pi, i66 
Lowell, JauK's Russell, 192 
Lucian, the Timon of, 126 
‘ Lucrcce ’ : publication, iKtc, 47-8; 
dc'dicated to the Ifarl of Southamp- 
lom 48, 63 ; (luarto (xlitions in the 
poet’s lifetime, 163 ; ]xjsthumou.s 
editions, 163 

IwUcy, Sir 'rhomas, his piosecution of 
Shakespi'are for poaching, 16, 17; 
caricatured in Justice Shallow, 17, 

lAiddinglon, 11 
Ludwig, Otto, 195 

Lydgate, ‘'Troy Book’ of, drawn j 
upon for T roil us and Cress Ida, 117 
Lyly, John, 37 ; his inlluenee on 
Midsummer Night' s Dream, 77 
Lyrics in Shakespeare’s plays, 105, 

131. 131 


‘ M. I.,' 167. See also ' S. , I. M.’ 
Maebeth : nd'eicnces to the climate 
of Inverness, 2^; date of eumposi- 
tion, iVc. 123-4. For editions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliograi)hy), 163-82 
Maeklin, Charles, 189 
Macready, M^lliani Charles, 190, 198 
Madden, Rt. lion. D. II., on Shake- 
spfcjare’s knowledge of sport, 205 
Magellan, ‘ \Myagc to the South Pole 

• 133 

Malone, Edmund, on Shakespeare s 
first employment in theth(Mtre, 21 ; 
9 on the p<)(‘t’s rcsidenct', 23 ; on the 
date of d'/ie Tempest, 134 ; 186 ; his 
writings on the poet, 179, 180, 204 
•Manningham, John (diarist), a de- 
scriplsion of Tzvelftk Night by, 107 
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Manuscript, circulation of soMiets in, 
70 " 

Markham, Gervase, 64 
Marlowe, Christophef, 35 ; his shine 
in the revision of Hetuy VI, 37; 
his influence on Shakespeare, 38- 
39 

Marmonlel and the Shakespearean 
controversy in France, 197 
Marshall, Mr. F. A., 182 
Marston, John, his share in the 
^ appendix to ' Love’s Martyr,’ 91 ; 

his quarrel with Jonson, 109-13 
Martin, one of the Isnglish actors 
who played in Scotland, 25 
Martin, Lady, i6i, 190, 207 
Masks worn by men playing women’s 
parts, 23-4 ^ 

Massey, Mr. Gerald, on the ‘ Sonnets,’ 
207 

Massinger, I'hilip, 135-6 ; portions 
of The Two Noble Kinsmen and 
IJefiry VIII, assigned to, 137-8 
Masuccio, the story of Romeo and 
Juliet told in his Novellino, 33 
Matthew, Sir Toby, 210 
McCullough, John Edward, 192 
Measure for Measure : date of com- 
position, &c., 121-3. /'b/' editions 

see Section xvii. (Bibliography), 
163-82 

Memorials in sculpture to the poet, 
161 

Meneechmi of Plautus, 32 
Mendelssohn, setting of Shake- 
spearean songs by, 196 
Merchant of Venice : the inlluenee of 
Marlowe, 38, 42 ; sources of the 
plot, &c., 41-3. For editions see 
Section xvii. (f 3 ibliography), 163- 
82 

Meres, hVancis, attributes Love s 
Labour s Won to Shakespeare, 77 ; 
testimony to the poet’s reputation, 
88 

Mermaid Tavern, 88 
Merry Devi 1 1 of Ed fnon%n, 90 
Merry Wives of Windsor: Latin 
phrases put into the mouth of* Sir 
Hugh Evans, 8 ; Sir Thomas Lucyt 
caricatured in Justice Shallow, i J ; 
lines from Marlowe sung by Sir 
Hugh Evans, ^9; production, &c. , 
84-5. /'Fr editions see Section xvii. 
(Bibliography), 163-82 i 

Metre of Shakespeare's plays a rough f 
guide to the chronology, 29-30 ; of I 


Shakespeare’ j poems, 47-8 ; of 
Shakespeare’s sonnets, 54 
Mdzi^res, Alfred, 198 
Michel, Francisque, translalf«u by, 
197 - 

Middle Temple Hall, performance '^f 
TwFfth Night 107 


ences to the pageaijts at KeniJ, worth 
Park, lo, 76 ; refdi'ence to Spenser’s 
‘ Teares of the Muses,’ 49 ; pro- 
duction, &c., For editions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliography). 163- 
182 

Millington, Thomas. 36 
Milton, his epitaph on Shrikespeare, 
184 

Miranda, character of, 133 
‘ Mirror of Martyrs,’ iSA 
Miserie^of Enforced Alarriage, ft 6 
‘ Monarcho, Fantasticall,’ 31 
Money, its purchasing power in the 
si.vteenth century, 2, 98 
Montagu, Mrs. Elizabeth, 196 
Montaigne, ‘ Essays ’ of, 133 
Montdgut, Emile, traf.slation by, 197 
Montemayor, George de, 32 
Montgomery, Philip Kerber^, Earl 
of, 167 • 

Monument to Shakespeare in Strat- 
ford Churcli, 147, 154 
Moseley, Humphrey, publisher, 90, 

! ^36 

Moth, in l.ove' s Labour' s Lost, 31 
; Moulton, Dr. Richard G.^ 207 
i Mucedorus, a play by an unknown 
; author, 45 

; Much Ado about Nothing: date of 
! composition, &c., 195^- Fp^ 

\ editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 

graphy), 163-82 

Nash, Anthony, tj[ie poet’s legacy 
to, 146 

Nash, John, the poet’s legacy to, 146 
Nash, Thomas (i), ♦marries Elizabeth 
Hall, Shakeifpeare’s (granddaughter, 

Nash, Thomas (2), on the perform- 
ance of Henry VI, 34 ; on the im- 
mortalising peywer of jfcrse, 57 ; 
hisS appeals to Southampton, ^4 
Navarre, King of, in Love's LabouVs 
Lost, 31 
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Neil, Samuel, 205 • 

Nekicisow and Gerbcl, translation 
into Russian by, 199 
New*'Place, Stratford, Shakespeare’s 
purchase of, 92 ; the poet's death 
, at, 144 ; sold to ^Sir Pklward 
Walker, 151 ; pulled dowa, 151 
Newcastle, , Margaret CavJtidi^i, 
, Huchess pf,itLTitic%im of the poet 
by. T85 

Newington Bud^ Theatre, 23 
Nodingham, Earl of, his company of 
players, 116 


ObKRON^ wision of, 10, 77 ; in ‘ Iluon 
of Bordeaux 77 

Oec.(^elh^Peuser, W, , acting edition of 
the poet by, 195 
Oldcastle, Si^^John, 81-2, 174 
Oldys, William, 204 
Orlando Furioso, 106 * 

Ortlepp, E., German translation of 
Shakespeare by, 194 
Othello: date of composition, «S:c. , 
121-3. /'^editions Section xvii 
(Bibliography), 163-82 
Ovid, influence on Shakespeare of 
his ‘ Metamorphoses,' 8, 47, 128, 
1334 clairds immortality (or his 
verse, 57 ; the poet’s alleged signa- 
ture on the title-page of a copy 
of the ‘ Metamorphoses ’ in the 
Bodleian Library, 9 
Oxford, the poet’s visits to, 19, 140 ; 

Hamlet Acted at, 114 
Oxford, Earl of, his company of 

actors, 21 

‘ Oxford’ edition of Shakespeare, the, 
182 

Painter, William, his ‘ Palace of 
Pleasure ’ and Romeo and Juliet, 
33, All’s Well iflat Ends Well, 77, 
Timon of Athens, 126, and Corio- 
lanus, 128 

Palct7non and Arcyte, a lost play, 

137 * . 

Palamon and Arseff, a lost play, 

137 

Palmer, John, actor, 189 
‘ Palladis Tamia,’ eulogy on the poet 
in, 88 * • 

Pandifsto (afterwards called Dorastus 
and Fawnia), Shakespeare’s in- 
debtedness to, 132 


Part^enophil and Parthenoj)he, 
Bfirnes's, 65 

‘ Passionate Pjdgrim,' 90, 163 ; printed 
with Shakespeare’s poems, 163 
Patrons of companies of players, 21 ; 

I Pavier, 'riiomas, printer, 8^ 

‘ Pecorone. II.’ by Ser ' Giovanni 
Eionmtifio, 8, 41, 84 • 

Peele, George, 35 ; his share in the 
original draft of Henry 17, 37 
Pembroke, Henry, second JOarl of, 
his company of players, perfortn 
Henry 17 (part iii.), 22, 36; and 
Titus Andronieus, 40 
Pembroke. William, third Earl of, the 
(iucstion of the identification of ‘ Mr. 
W. H, with, 74,206; dedication of 
the First Eolio to, 167: the iden- 
tification of th(^ ‘dark lady’ with 
his mistress, Mary Fitton, 206 
Penrith, Shakespeares at, i 
Pepys, his criticisms of The Tempest 
and Midsummer Nieiit's Dream, 

185 

Perez, Antonio, and Antonio in The 
Merchant of Venice, 42 
Pericles: date of composition, &c., 
i:^ 6-7 ; not included in the First 
Folio, 127, 167 ; included in 'I'hird 
Folio, 173-4. A’er editions w .Sec- 
tion xvii. (Bibliography), 163-82 * 
Perkes (Clement), in Henry IV, 
member of a family at Slinchcombe 
Hill in the sixteenth century, 81 
‘ Perkins Folio,’ 173 
Perry, Marsden }., of Providence, 
collector, 173 

Petrarch, emulated by Elizabethan 
sonnetteers, 53, 54 ; feigns old age 
in his sonnets, 53 ; his metre, 54 
Phelps, Samuel, i8t, 191 
Phillips, Augustine, actor, friend of 
Shakespeare, 22; iiuluced to revive 
Richard 1 1 at the (ilobc in 1601, 
86; his death, 139 

Phillips, Edjvard (Milton’s nephew), 
criticism of the poet by, 203 
‘ P|ja;nix and the I’urtle, The,’ 91, 
166 

• Pjehot, A. , T97 

‘Pierce I’ennilesse.’ See Nash, 
Thomas (2) 

> Pindar, his claim for the immortality 
of verse, 57 

Plague, the, in Stratford-on-Avon, 

’ 6 ; in London, 39-40, 119 

Plautus, the plot of the Cotnedy of 
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Hrrors drawn from, 9 ; traiiglation 
of, 32 ^ 

Plays, revision of, 29 ; prices paicTfor, 
102 *■ 

* Plutarch,’ North’s translation of, 
Shakespeare’s indebtedness to, 28, ^ 
77, 108, 126, 128 
^^oaching episode, the, 16-7 
‘ Poetaster,’ Jonson’s, in 
Poland, translations and performances 
of Shakespeare in, 199 1 

FVipe, Alexander, 161 ; edition of | 
Shakespeare by, 175 j 

Portraits of the poet, 154-61 ; the ' 
‘Stratford’ portrait, 155; Droes- ! 
hout’s engraving, 155, 156, 164, j 

167; the ‘Droeshont’ painting, 
156-7 ; portrait in the Clarendon 
gallery, 157 ; ‘ Ely House ’ portrait, 
J57-8; Chandos portrait, 158, 159; i 
‘Jansen’ portrait, 159; ‘Felton’ i 
and ‘ Soest ’ portraits, 159 ; minia- j 
tures, 160 ; 

Pott, Mrs. Henry, 210 1 

rVe^vost, Abb(?, 196 i 

Pritchard, Mrs., 189 i 

Procter, Bryan Waller (Barry Corn- ! 
wall), i8r 

Promos and Cassandra, 122 
Provinces, the, practice of theatrical 
« touring in, 24-5, 40 | 

Puri t a ine, or the Widdotv of J \ 'atli ng- | 
street e, 7 'he, 89, 174 
Puritanism, alleged prevalence in 
Stratford-on-Avon of, 6, 142 ; its 
hostility to dramatic representations, 
108 ; the poet's references to, 141 


Quarlks, John, ‘ Banishment of 
Tar quin ' of, 163 

Quarto editions of the plays, 164-5 ; 
of the poems, 163-4 

‘ Queen's Children of the Chapel,’ the, 
21, 23, 109-13 

Queen’s Company of Actors, the, 
w'cleomed to Stratfora-on-Avon by 
John Shakespeare, 6; its return to 
London, 21 

Quiney, Richard, appeals to Shajee-t 
speare for money, 98 

Quiney, Thomas, marries Judith 
Shakespeare, 143 ; his residence an d^ 
trade in Stratford, 149 ; his 
children, 149 

Quinton, baptism of one of the Hacket^ 
family at, 79 


Rapp, M., Ger|nan translation ot 
Shakespeare by, 194 
Ralegh, Sir Walter, apostrophe to 
Queen Elizabeth by, 69 •> 

Raleigh, Prof,, 207 
‘ Ratseis Ghost,’ anft Ratsey’s addres4S 
to the plajers, 92, 100 * 

l^JVvetKscroft, Edward, on 'Jit us An- 
*dronicus, 40, jJ^6 
Reed, Isaac, 178 

Rehan, Miss Ada, 19:;^ ^ 

J^teturn fj'om Parfthssus, 

100, 147 

Reynoldes, Williafh, the poet’s legacy 
to, 146 

Rich, Barnabe, story of ‘ poison us 
and Silla’ by, 32, 107 
I^ichard JJ, 39 ; its*reviv«J on the 
eve of the rising of the Earl of 
Essex, 86. /*are?ditions Section 
xvii. (Bibliography), 163-82 
Richard HI : the influence • ol 
Marlowe, 38-9; Colley Cibber’s 
a<laplalion, 188. For editions see 
Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 

Richard.son, John, one of the sureties 
for the bond againct impediments 
respecting Shakespeare's marriage, 
Ti, 12 » 

Richmond Palace,^ perform aifces at, 
51 . it 8 

Rislori, Madame, 198 
Roberts, James, printer, 40, 43, 76, 
116, 166 

Roche, Walter, master of Stratford 
Grammar School, 7 
Rolfe, Mr. W. J., 182 
Romeo and Juliet, d.ate of composition, 
ike., 33-4; two choruses in the 
sonnet form, 53. For editions see 
Sectioji xvii. (Bibliography), 163- 
182 

Romeus and Juliet, Arthur Brooke’s, 
33' ^79 ; RonsaRrd, his claim for the 
immortality of vqfse, 57 
Rosalind, played by a boy, 24 
* Rosalynde, Emphues Golden 
Legacie,’ Lodg«’s, 106 
Rose Theatro^^ Bankside, 22-3 ; per- 
formance of Henry' VI, 2,^', pro- 
duction of the Venesyon Comedy, 42 
Rossi, representation of Shakespeare 
by, 198 • , 

Rowe, Nicholas, on the parentage of 
Shakespeare’s wife, 10 ; on Shake- 
speare's poaching escapade, 16; on 
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Shakespeare's performance of the 
Ghost in Hatnlet, 26 ; on the story 
of Southampton’s gift to Shake- 
speare, 63 ; on Queen Elizabeth’s 
enthusiasm fot^ the character of 
FalstalT, 83 ; bn the* poet’s last 
years at Stratford, 140, on John 
Combe’s- epitaph, 142 ; his md\t^cy\ 

, r f the poet’s, playsi 174, 203 
kovvington, Shakespeares of, t 
R owley, Williann, 90, 126 
RiiiAelin, Gusta'^, 194 
Rupert, Prinee, at Stratford-on-Avon, 

T50 . ^ 

Rusi'-oni, Carlo, Italian prose version 
of Sha’'(C?speare issued by, 198 
Russia, translations and performances 
oC Shakespeatr^ in, 199 
Rutland, Earl of, 141 
Rynier, Thoyias, 185 


S., I. M., tribute to the poet thus 
headed, 184 

S. , W. , initials in Willobie’s book, 60, 
61 ; use of the initials on works 
fraudulently attributed to the poet, 
88-9 

Sadler, Hamlett, the poet’s legacy to, 
146, 

Saint-Savins, M.,*ripera of Henry VI H 
by, 198 , 

Salvini, representation of Othello by, 
198 

Sand, George, translation of As You 
Like It by, 198 
Sandells, Fulk, 11-3 
Saperton, 16 

Satiro-MasHx, a retort to Jonson’s 
Cynthia's Revels ^ no 
Savage, Mr. Richard, 205 
‘ Saviolo’s Practise,’ 106 
Saxo Grammaticus, 114 
Scenery in Shakespeare’s day, 24 
Schiller, adaptatit^n of Macbeth for 
the stage by, ^*94 

Schlegel, A. W. von, German 
translation of Shakespeare by, 193 ; 
lectures on Shakespeare by, 194 
Schmidt, Alexander, >ib5 
* Schoole of Abuse,’ 41 1 

Schroeder, F. U. L., German actor of 
Shakespeare, 195 v 

Schubert, •Franz, setting of Shake- 
spearean songs by, 196 
Schumann, setting of Shakespearean i 

songs by, 196 * 


Scolt^er, Anthony, in ' Daiphantus,’ 
^4T 

Scotland, Shakespeare’s alleged travels 
in, 25 

Scott, Sir Walter, at Charlecote, 17 
I Sedley, Sir Charles, apostrophe to 
' the poet, 186 

Sejanus, Shakespeare takes j>art it) 
the performance of, 26 
Selim us, 88 

Sewell, Dr. George, 175 
Shakespeare, the surnamt‘ of, i, 2 * 

. Shakespeare, yVdam, 2 
Shakespeare, Ann, a sister of the 
poet, 7 

Shakespeare, Anne (or Agnes) ; her 
panmtage, ii ; her marriage to the 
poet, 11-4 ; assumed identification 
of her with Anne Whateley, 13-14 ; 
her debt, 93 ; her husband's bequest 
to her, 145-6 ; her death, 149 
Shakespeare, Edmund, a brother of 
the poet, 7 : ‘a player,’ 151 ; death, 

Shakespeare, Gilbert, a brother ot 
the poet, 7 ; witnesses his brother’s 
performance of Adam in As You 
Like It, 26 ; apparently had a son 
named Gilbert, 151 ; his death not 
recorded, 151 

Shakespeare, Hamnel, son of th^ 
poet, 15, 93 

Shakespeare, Henry, one of the poet's 
uncles, 2, 92 
Shakespeare, Joan (i). 5 
Shakespeare, Joan (2), Hart, Joan 
Shakespeare, John (i), of the 
thirteenth century, i 
Shakespeare, John (2), the poet’s 
father, administrator of Richard 
Shakespeare’s estate, 2 ; claims that 
his grandfather received a grant 
of land from Henry VII, 2, 149; 
leaves Snitterfield for Stratford-on- 
Avon, 2 ; his business, 3 ; his pro- 
perty in Stratford and his municipal 
offices, 3 ; marries Mary Arden, 4 ; 
his children, 5 ; his house in Henley 
Street, Stratford, 5 ; appointed 
alderman and bailiff, 6 ; welcomes 
'actors at Stratford, 6; his alleged 
sympathies with puritanism, 6 ; his 
application for a grant of arms, 2, 
93“7 ; bis financial difficulties, 7, 
92 ; his younger children. 7 ; his 
trade of butcher, 10; relieved by 
the poet, 92—3 ; his death, 103 

Q 2 
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Shrikespc‘are, Judith, the poet’s jj^cond 
daughter, 15, 103 ; her marriage to 
Thomas Quiney, i4i^; her father’s 
becjiiest to her, 146 ; her children, 
149; her death, 149 
Shakes pen re, Margaret, 5 
Shakespeare, Mary, the poet's mother, 

*' 4 ; her title to bear the arms of the 
Arden family, 94 ; her death, 140 
Shakespeare, Richard, a brother of 
the poet, 7, 140 ; his death, 151 
Shakespeare, K, chard, of Rowington, i 
Shakespeare, Richard, of Snitterfield, 
probably the poet’s grandfather, 2 ; 
hishimily, 2 ; letters of administra- 
tion of his estate, 2 

Shakespeare, Richard, of Wroxhall, 2 
Shakespeare, Susanna, a daughter of 
the po('t, 13. Si'v also Hall, Mrs. 
Susanna 

Shakespeare, '^I homas, probably one 
of the poet’s uncles, 2 
Shakespeare or ‘ Sakspere,’ William, 
the first recorded holder of this sur- 
name (thirteenth century), i 
Shakesi’EAkk, William : parentage 
and birthplace, 1-5 ; childhood, 
education, and marriage, 6-141. (jrr' 
also Education of Shakespeare ; 
Poaching ; Shakespeare, Anne), 

• departure from Stratford, 15-8 ; 
theatrical employment, 20-1 ; Joins 
the Lord Chamberlain’s company, 
22 ; his roles, 26 ; his first plays, 
28-45 publication of his ‘ Poems,’ 
465^^/. ; his ‘ Sonnets,' 52-61, 70-4 ; 
patronage of the Earl of Southamp- 
ton, 62-70 ; plays composed be- 
tween 1595 and 1598, 76-84 ; his 
popularity and inriuence, 86-91 ; 
returns to Stratford, 93 ; buys New 
Place, 97 ; financial position before 
1599, 98 se(j. ; financial position 
after 1599, 100 seq. ; formation of 
his estate at Stratford, 103 se(/. ; 
plays written betweepi 1599 and 
1609, 105-29 ; the latest plays, 130 
seg. ; performance of his play% at 
Court, 139 {see also Court ; White- 
hall : Elizabeth, Queen ; James ^ 
final settlement in Stratford (1611), 
140 ^eg. ] death (1616), 144; his 
will, 145 seg, ; monument at Strat- 
ford, 146 ; personal character, 
147-8 his survivors and descend- 
ants, 149 seg. ; autographs, por- 
traits, and memorials, 152-62 ; 
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bibliography, «63-82 ; and the Earl 
of Pembroke, 168 ; his posthu- 
mous reputation in England and 
abroad, 183-200 ; general csnfcialt* 
of his' work, 20:^2 ; biographical 
sources, 203-7 \ 

Sl^akespearc (lallery in Pall Mall, 192 
‘«!::ihaKR‘speare Society,' the, 187, 207 
Shallow, justiedf Sir^Thpmas I^ey^, 
caricatured as, 17 ; his house in' 
(ilouce-stershire, 8c^; 84 • 

Sheldon copy of theTirst Folio, ^he, 
170, 171 

Shelton, 'rhornas, translator ol ‘ Don 
Quixote,’ 136 ^ 

Shottery, Anne Hatha wayir, cottage 
at, n ^ 

Shylock, sources of the portftiit ql", 42 
Sibthorf), Mr. Conirig.sby, his copy of 
the First Folio, 171, 1^2 
Siddons, Mrs, Sarah, 190 
Sidney, J^tr Philip, on the absenc? of 
scenery in a theatre, 24 ; translation 
of verses from ' Diana,’ 32 ; Shake- 
speare’s indebtedness to him, 37; 
addressed as ' Willy ’ by some of 
his eulogists, 49-50 ; his ’ Astrophel 
and Stella,’ brings tfte sonnet into 
vogue, 52 ; warns the public against 
the insincerity of sormetteets, 55 ; 
on the conceit of ihe immortalising 
power of verse, 57 
Sievers, Eduard Wilhelm, 195 
Singer, Samuel Weller, 181 
Sly, Christopher, 78-80 
Smethwick, John, bookseller, 166 
Smith, Mr. W. H., and the Baconian 
hypothesis, 210 
Smithson, Miss, actress, 198 
Snitterfield, Richard Shakespeare 
rents land of Robert Arden at, 2, 

4 ; dcnarture of John Shakespeare, 
the .poet’s father, from, 2; the 
Arden property at, 4-5 ; sale of 
Mary Shakespeafe’s property at, 7 
Snodhani, 'rhoinas, jrrintcr, 89 
Soest portrait, 159 

Somers, Sir George,* wrecked off the 
Ikrmudas, 1^2 * 

Somerset Houslr, Shakespeare and 
his company at, 119-20 
Sonnets, Shakespeare’s : the poet's 
first attempts, 52 ; the majority 
probably composed in 1594, 53 ; a 
few written between 1594 and ^[603, 

53 ; their literary value, 53 ; circu- 
lation in manuscript, 70; com- 
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mendod by iN^eres, 70 ; their 
piratical publication in 1609, 70; 
their form, 54; want of continuity, 
5^, 55; autobiographical only in 
a limited sense, 55, 56, 58, 59, 
60 ; their borrowed conceits, 
56-9 ; indebtedness to Drayton, 
Petrarch,, Rons<4rd, Dcspor>cs, hpd 
pthers, 56, ^^7 ; t^e poet’s claii^i of 
immortality for his sonnets, 57, 96 ; 
vjtuperatioii, 58 ; ‘ dedicatory ’ son- 
?lets, 62 ; the ‘rival poet,' 

64-6 ; sonnets of friendship, 66-8 ; , 
the supposed ?tory of intrigue, 59 ; 
Sj^mmaiy of conclusions respecting 
the ijSonnets,’ 75-6 ; edition of 
1640, 163 

Sopnet^, queS^d with explanatory 
comments: xxvi., 63; Iv., 58; 
Ixxviii., 62, 65 ; Ixxx. , 65; Ixxxvi., 
65; xci\^ {line 14) 44, 70: c. , 

*62: ciii. , 62: evii., 53, is, 69; cx., 
27; cxi. , 27; cxxxviii., 7o;cxliv. , 
59. 70. 1^4 

— the vogue of the Elizabethan : 
52-3 ; conventional device of son- 
netteers of feigning old age, 53 ; 
lack of genuine sentiment, 55 ; 
French and Italian models, 55 ; 
ccfisure ®f false sentiment in son- 
nets, 55 ; S^iakespearc’s scornful 
allusions to sonnet^ in his plays, 
55 ; vituperative sonnets, 58 
Southampton, Henry Wriothesley, 
third Earl of, 32 ; the dedications 
to him of ‘ Venus and A<lonis ’ 
and ‘ Lucrece,’ 46, 48 ; his patron- 
age of Shakespeare, 62-70 ; his gift 
to the poet, 63, 100 ; his youthful 
appearance, 67 ; his identity with 
the youth of Shakespeare’s sonnets 
of ' friendship ’ eviden^^^d by his 
portraits, 68 ; imprisonment, 69 ; 
as a literary patn n, 168 
Southwell, Robert, publication of ‘A 
Foure-fould^editation ’ by, 72 
Southwell, Father 'Fhomas, 209 
Spanish, translation of Shakespeare’s 
plays into, ic^ 

Spanish Tragedy, tKyd’s, popularity# 
of, 40, 114 

Spelling of the poet’s name, 153-4 
Spenser, Edmund : and Shakespeare- 
49-504 on the immortalising power 
<if verse, 57 ; his ‘ Amoretti,' 57 
Sport, SHakespeare’s knowledge off 
16, 84 • 


StaeJl Madame de, 197 
Staffird, Lord, his company of 
jfetors, 20 

Stage, condifions of, in Shakespeare’s 
day, 24 

‘ Staple of News, The,’ Jonson’s quo- 
tations from Julius Casur in, 113 
Staunton, Howard, T73 ; hiseditionof 
the poi’t, 180 

Stfcle, Richard, on Hcltorton’s 
rendering of Otliello, 187 
Steevens, Heorge : his edition# ot 
Shakespeare, 178; his revision of 
Johnson’s crlition, 178 ; his criti- 
cisms, 178, 179 

Stinchcoml)e Hill referred to as ‘ the 
Hill ’ in Henry /l^, Si 
Slopes, Mrs, C. (^, 205 
Strange, Lord. SVv Derby, ICarl of 
Straparola, ‘ Notti ’ of, and the 
Merry Wiiu’s of ' W’hidsor, 84 
Stratford-on-Avon, settlement of 
John Shakespeare, the poet’s hither, 
at, 2 ; property owned by John 
Shakespeare in, 3, 5 ; the poet's 
l)irthplace at, 5 ; the Shakespeare 
Must'um at, 5, rhr ; th(‘ plague in 
1564 at, 6; actors for the first 
time at, 6 ; tlie grammar school, 7 ; 
Shakespear('*s departure from, 16, 
17, 19 : native place of Richaj;d 
f ield, 19 ; allusions in the Taming 
of 7 he Shrcio to, 79 ; the poet’s 
return in 1596 tc), 93; the poet’s 
purchase of New Place, 97 ; appi'als 
from townsmen to tlie poet for 
aid, 98 ; the poet’s purchase of 
land at, 103, T04 ; the poet’s last 
years at, 140-2 ; attempt to en- 
cU)se common laiuls and Shake- 
speare’s interest in it, 143 ; the 
jjoet’s death and burial at, 144 ; 
portrait at, 155 ; Shakespeare me- 
morial building at, 161 ; the 
‘ Jubilee ’ and the tercentenary, 187 
Stiniey, Abraham, 98 
Suckling, !^ir John, 184 
Sullivan, Barry, i6t 
sTilly, M. MouiK't, 198 
Sumarakow, translation into Russian 
by, 199 

Supposes, the, of George Gascoigne, 
78 

Surrey, Earl of, sonnets of, 52, 54 
Sussex, Earl of, his company of 
actors, 21 ; Titus Andronicus per- 
formed by, 22, 40 
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Swedish, translations of Shake^eare 
in, 199 

* Sweet,' epithet applied to Shaike- 

spcare, 224 

Swinburne, Mr. A. C., 38, 44, I87, 
207 

Tamburlaine, Marlowe’s, 38 
Taming of A Shrew, 78 
Taming of The Shrew, 78-9. For 
editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 
^aphy), 163-82 

Tarleton, Richard, 50 ; his ‘ Newcs 
out of Purgatorie ’ and the Merry 
Wives of Windsor, 84 

* Teares of the Muses,’ Spenser’s, 

referred to in Midsummer Night's 
Dream, 49 

Tempest, The : traces of the influence 
of Ovid, 8-9 ; 15 ; 26 ; the ship- 
wreck akin to a similar scene in 
Pericles, 127 ; date of composi- 
tion, &c. , 132-4; Ben Jonson’s 
scornful allusion to, 134; fanciful 
interpretations of, 1.34-5- 
editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 
graphy), 163-82 

Temple Grafton, 13 « 

* Temple Shakes {X^are, 182 

Tercentenary festival, the Shake- 

•speare, 187 
Terry, Miss Ellen, 191 
Theatre, The, at Shoreditch, 20, 

22 ; Shakespeare at, between 
1595 and 1599, 23 ; demolished, 
and the Glol>>e Theatre built with 
the materials, 23 

Theatres in London : Blackfriars 
[q.vj) ; Curtain {q.v.) ; Fortune, 
108; Globe Newington 

Butts, 23 ; Red Bull, 19 ; Rose , 
q.v.'S ; The Theatre, Shoreditch I 
q.v.) 

Theobald, Lewis, his emendations of 
Hamlet, 115 ; publishes a play 
alleged to be by Shakesf>care, 136 ; 
his criticism of Pojx*, 175 ; his 
edition of the poet’s works, ip5, 
176 

Thomas, Ambroise, opera of Hamlei 
by, 198 

Thoms, W. J., 205 
Thornbury, W., 205 
Thorpe, 'rhonias, the piratical pub- 
lisher of Shakespeare’s Sonnets, 
70-4 ; adds ‘ A Lover’s Complaint ’ 
to the collection of Sonnets, 71 ; his 


bombastic dedication to ' Mr. W. 
H.,' 74-6 

Three Ladies of London, The, ^me 
of the scenes in the AferchaiH of* 
Venice anticipatedyn, 41 
I Tieck, Ludwig, theory respecting The '< 
T^empest of, 133, 193 
Tingoi^of Athens'/ date* of compo- 
sition, &c,, 126^ Fil¥- editions §ee 
Section xvii. (Bibliography), 163-82 
Timon, Lucian’s, I26^* • 

Titus Andronicus : one of the ofily 
two plays of the^oet’s performed 
by a company othtT than his own, 
22; authorship, &c., 40-1. fFor 
editions see Section xvii,«( Biblio- 
graphy). 163-82 p 
Titus and Vespasian , H'itus ^ndrmii- 
cus suggested by, 40 
Topics of the day, Sj^kespeare’s 
treat mem of, 30-1 ^ 

'Tours of English actors ; in foreign 
countries between 1580 and 1630, 
25-6; in provincial towns, 24-5, 
40, 109, 119 

Translations of the poet’s works, 192 

s^q^ . 

‘ Troilus and Cresseid,’ 117 
Troilus and Cressida : allusion to the 
strife between adult ana boy a«tors, 
in; date of production, &c., 116-8; 
plot drawn from Chaucer’s ' Troilus 
and Cresseid,’ and Lydgate’s ‘ Troy 
Book,’ 1 17. For editions sec Sec- 
tion xvii. (Bibliography), 163-82 
‘ Troy Book,’ Lydgate's, 117 
True Tragedie of Richard III, The, 
an anonymous play, 38, 164 
True Tragedie of Richard, Duke of 
Yorke, 36 

Twelfth Night : description of a 
betrothal , 13 ; indebtedness to the 
story of ‘Apollonius and Silla,’ 32 ; 
date of producti<m, &c., T07. For 
editions see Section xvii. (Biblio- 
graphy), 163-82 • 

T%vo Gentlemen of Veivna : allusion 
to Valentine trave^jfng from Verona 
to Milan by §ea, 26 ; date of pro- 
duction, &c. ,*31-2; influence of 
Lyly, 38 ; satirical allusion to son- 
netteering, 55 ; resemblance of it 
% to A ll's Well that Ends Well, 77-8. 
For editions see Section ^vii. (Bi- 
bliography), 163-82 .. • 

Two Noble Kinsmen, The: attributed 
to Fletcher and Shakespeare, 136 ; 
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Massinger’s alleged share in its 
production, 136-7; plot d?'awn from 
^ C%iuce‘r’s ‘ Knight’s Tale,’ 137 
Tw^ie, r^avvrence, the story of Peri- 
cles in the ‘^^atterrie of I’ainfull 
Adventures’ by, 127 


U^.Rici, . ' Silakes^are’s Dramatic 
Art ’ by, 195 


Vakiokum editions of Shakespeare, 
178, 179, 204 

Vaolrollier, Thomas, the London 
print(?¥, 20 

Vetiesyini Coi^dy, The, produced b}* 
HensJowe a^he Rose, 42 
‘ Wauis and Adonis : ' published in 
1593, 46 ^ dedicated to the isarl of 
^Southampton, 46, 63 ; its imagery 
and general tone, 46-^ ; eulogies 
bestowed upon it, 48, 49 ; early 
editions, 49, 163 
Verdi, operas by, 199 
Verplanck, Gulian Crommelin, 181 
Versification^ %Shakespeare’s, 29-30 
Vigny, Alfred de, version of Othello 
by. 198 , 

Villomain, recognition of the poet’s 
greatness by ,*197 

Vincent, Augustine,* relations with 
Jaggard, 171-2 

Visor, William, in /letny IV, member 
of a family at Woodmancot(‘. 81 
Voltaire, strictures on the poet by, 
196, 197 

Voss, J. H., German translation of 
Shakespeare by, 194 


Walk ICR, Sir Edward, 151 
Walker. William, the poet’s godson, 
146 

Walker, W. Sidney, on Shakesjjeare’s 
versificationf 206 
Walley, Henry, printer, 116 
W?irburton, ii^hop, revised version 
of Pope’s edition of Shakespeare 
by, 177 * * 

Ward, Dr. A. W. , 207 
Ward, Rev, John, on the poet’s 
annual exp>enditure, 102 ; on thf 
visits •of Drayfon and Jonson to 
New Place before the poet’s deatl^ 
144 ; his account of the poet, 203 
Warner, Mrs., 191 


Warmer, Richard, 207 
Wi^rifer, William, the probable trans- 
l|^tor of the Merncchnii , ^2 
Warren, Joh'h, 164 

Wrn-wickshire : prevrd('nc(_* of tlu- sur- 
nmne Shakespeare, i ; position of 
the Arden family, 4 ; (Jiicen f'liza- 
beth’s progress on tlu' way to Kiaiil- 
worth, TO 

Watchmen in the poet’s plays, 19, 38 
Watson, Thomas, 37; the passage on 
Time in his ‘ Passionnte Omuric of 
Love ’ elaborated in ‘ V^eniis and 
Adonis,’ 48 ; his sonnets, 52 
Webhe, Alexander, makes John 
Shakespeare overseer of his will, 6 
Weblie, Robert, buys thi' Snittcrficld 
property from Shakespeare’s 
rnotla r, 7 

Weever, 'i'honias : allusion in his 
‘ Mirror of Martyrs ’ to .Antony’s 
speech at ( Vesar’s fimtM'al, loS 
‘ W'estward for Smelts ’ and the Merry 
iri 7 ’ei of Windsor, 84; st<iry of 
(iinovra in, 131 

Whateley, Anne, the assumed identifi- 
cation of h(‘r with Anne Hathaway, 

•13-4 

Whelor, R. B. , 205 
Whetstone, George, his Promos and 
Cassandra, 122 • 

White, Mr. Richard (jiaiil, 181-2 
Whitehall, j)erformances at, 50-1,120, 
121, 124, 139 

Wicland, Christopher Martin ; his 
translation of Shakespeare, 193 
Wilkins, George, his collaboration 
with .Shakt!speare in Timon of 
Athens and Pericles, 126 ; his nov (4 
founded on the play of Pericles, 127 
Wilks, Rolx rt, actor, t88 
Will, .Shakespeare’s, T02, 143, 145 6 
‘ WilloViie his A visa,’ 59-61 
Wilmcote, housi' of Shakespeare’s 
mother, 4. 5 ; bct|uest to Mary 
Arden ^ the Asbics property 
at, 4 ; mortgage of tht* Asbies 
^property at, 7, 15: and ‘ Wincot ’ 
in The Taming of The Shreio, 79, 

, 80 

Wilnccote. See under Wincot 
Wilson, Robert, author of The Three 
I,adies of London , 41 
Wilson, Thomas, his manuscript 
version of ‘ Diana,' 32 
Wilton, Shakespeare and his com- 
pany at, 1 19 
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Wincot (in The Taming oM The 
Shrew), its identification, 79 f 
Winters Tale, A, 131-2. /weditfcns 
see Section xvii. (Bibliography), 
163-82 i 

Wise, Andrew, 39, 105 
Wise, J. R., 205 

\yomen, on Elizabethan stage, 23-4 ; 

on the Restoration stage, 188 
Woncot in Henry IV identical with 
Woodmancote, 81 
Woodinancote. See Woncot 
Worcester, Earl of, his company of 
actors at Stratford, 6, 21 
Worcester, registry of the dioc<*se of, 
2, II 

Wordsworth, Bishop Charles, on 
Shakespeare and the Bible, 205 
Wonlsworth, William, the poet, on 
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German and French aesthetic criti- 
cism, 194, 197 

Wotton, Sir Henry, on the burning 
of the (ilobe Theatre, 137 ; ^ttei* 
to Sir Edmund Bacc^n , 209 
Wright, Dr. Aldis, ^o 
\ Wright, John, bookseller, 71 
Wft)xl^ll, the Shajfcspeares of, 2 
Wjfatt, Sir Thonj^, scyjjncUeering^pf, 
S2. 54 

Wyman, W. H., 210 , , 

Wyndham, Mr, Gtfbrge, on <^he 
, ‘ Sonnets,’ 206 

Yonge, Bartholomew, tran^ation of 
« * Diana ’ by, 32 

Yorkshire Tragedy, 8q-^)o. 1^6 . 
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SIDNEY LEE’S 

Life of ShaRespeare 



This ''vn^terf^ work is an honour to English scholarships an 
alnjfst perfed^nodcl of its kmds and it is matter for great national 
rejoicing that the standard life of Shakespeare has at last been 
made in England. Rarely have we seen a book so wholly satisjyinys 
so adnimably planned^ so skilfully executed. ... It is an absolutely 
ind^spensablSl^andbook for every inlelligent reader of the plays? 

BLACKWOOD'S MAGAZINE^ February 1899. 

‘ 1 here is no doubt that for some time to conu\ probably for 
a long times it will be a general text book? — A TH EN AC UM. 

‘ 4 nian^el of research^ and^ though we find it hard to agree 
with all the. author's conclusionSs it tsj on the wholes remarkably 
temp^'atCs ^judkiouSj and comnneing. . . . Nei’cr before has learni?i^ 
been brought to bayr upon Shttkespeajds hiog7'aphy with anything 
like the satne force? — TIMES. 

‘ Unquestionably one of the fnost remarkable achieinmients of 
modern English scholarship. , , The mass of obscure and tangled 
contt'oversies which he has ravelled out is immense? 

S TECTA TOR. 


Messrs/ Smith, Ei.dfr, & Co. the pleasure to 

announce tfiat Mr. Lek’s ‘ Life^ of Shakespeare’ is now 
published by tlieni in three forms, at dinTcrent prices, 
in order to suit the tastes_and requirements of various 
clajses*of reaSers. 

London : SMITH, ELDER, S CO., 15 Waterloo Place, S.W. 
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LIFE of WIlBIAM SHAKESPEARE 

. FIFiril EDITION. 

With 2 Portraits of ShakespeJre, a Portrait oi the Earl|^)f Southampton, 
and Facsimiles of Shake|peare’s known Signatures. 

Large crown 7*. ^d. 

This is the form in which the work was origTnally^piibiished. 


EXTRACT FROM PREFACI-:. 

‘ This work is based on the article on Shakespeare contributed by the 
author to the “ Dictionary of National Biography.” But the changes 
and additions which the article has ii»dergone during the author^ revision 
of it for separate publication arc so numerous as to give tl^book«a ti^e to 
be regarded as an independent venture. The author has endeavoured to 
set before his readers a plain and practical narrative of the gre^ dramatist’s 
personal history, and to provide students of Shakespeare with a full re(jjj)rd 
of the duly attested facts and dates of their •master’s career. Merely 
icsthetic criticism has been avoided. The aim of the book is to present 
within a brief compass an exhaustive and well-arranged statement of the 
facts of vShakespearc’s career, achievement, and reputation, in which 
conjecture shall be reduced to the smallest dimensions consistent with 
coherence, and verifiable rcfei^nces shall be given to al^ the original 
sources of information.’ 

' ILLUSTRATED LILRARV EDITIOI^, 


LIFE of WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE 

With 6 Photogravure Portraits, i Coloured Plate, and 84 Illustrations 
and Facsimiles in the Text. 

Medium 8vo. i6j. 



Extract from the Preface of the Illustrated Library Edition. 

‘ The pictorial illustrations, many of which are belitfced to be new to 
vShakesperean study, l^^ve been chosen with a view to •quickening the 
reader’s sense of the reality of the facts which the book records. The 
pictures are to be regarded as atlditional pieces of docuni6ntary evidence, 
forming a graphic commentary on ijie history of Sfjj^kespeare’s achieve- 
ments and reputation.’ ' 

The design on the cover of this volume is taken from a rare binding: off 
Bngllsh workmanship of the sixteenthf^entury nowin t^e British Museum. 

This Edition of the work is suiknfde for Presents and Sih&ol Prizes. 


London: SMITH, ELDER, & CO., 15 Waterloo Place, S.W. 




JUST PUBLISHED. 

NEW AND* REVISED EDITION^ Crown 8vo. 2r. M. 

SHAKESPEARE’S LIf E and WORK 

Being an Abridgment, chiefly|for the Use of Studonts, of 

SIfiNEY Lee\‘ LIF^ of william SHAKESPEARE/* 

•Ivith ji Pl?§t()gravure Portrait of Shakespeare, and 5 I^acsimiles. 


Eifttract from the Preface of the Student’s Edition. 

^Thn wor a reprint, with some omissions and al)l)rcvialions, of 
Mr. Lee’s “ Life of William Shakespeare,” and is designed for the use of 
students anc^general readers who seek a complete and accurate account of 
thoigreat dramatist’s careejj and achievement in a small sjiaceat a moderate 
cost. The aim of the volume is to present, in language as terse and 
decisive as possible, the net results of what the author regards as trust- 
worthy research respecting Shakespeare’s life and writings. In regarrl to 
topics of controversy he confines himself to a statement of his final con- 
clusions, and ventures to refer to the unabbreviated editions of the book 
all who desir<?to examine the grounds on \yhich his conclusions arc based.’ 

^ - 

Messrs. lilder, & Co. will be happy to consider application| 

for presentation copies of the Student’s Bdition from teachers of English 
literature who propose to use the work in their classes. 


In Pamphlet Form. Price Sixpence. 

SHAKESPEARE’S HANDWRITINQ 

« 

EXTRACTED FROM 

SIDNEY LEIF’S ‘LIFE of WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE.’ 

With full Explanatory Notes on the ^Significance of the surviving 
Kx^nples of Shakejjpeare’s Handwriting. 

77 its pamphlet forms an ijj^eresfinj^ memorial oj the dramatisC 
work, afid is of se^ ice in determining^ the manner in which his siiniam 
shoifld be spelt, % 

London ; SMITH, ELDER, &*CO , 15 Waterloo Place, S.W. 



Perhaps no book of its kind, deallnj; a great per- 
sonality affd a great period, and published, as it were^ In the heart of 
that period, has ever been |80 simple, so frank, so free from excessive 
adulation or petty gossip, .g . On the whole, Mr. has accomplished 
a difficult task with remarmWe discretion.’ 

QUEEN^ctORIA 

A BIOGRAtllY. 

Bsr SIDNESV 

EDITOR OF THE ‘DICTIONARV OF NATIONAL BIOGRAPHY.' 

♦ 

NKVV, RKVISKD, AND CHKAPKR EDITION. 

With Portraits, Map, and a P'acsimilc Letter. L:uge emwn Svo. 6s. 

Also the FOURTH IMPRESSION (SECOND EDITIOI?') of 
the Original Edition. With Portraits, Map, and a Facs[^iile Letter. 
Large crown 8vo. io.f. 6(t 

SOME PRESS OPINIONS. 

SPECTATOR . — ‘ 'Ihe biographer might indeed seem a bold m.an who should 
venture to tell so soon after death, within one moderate and modest volume, the story of 
such a life. Both Mr. Lee’s own skill and the methods of the monumental Dictionary, 
for which this life was first written, aic excellently vindicated by his si^cess. |lis book 
is a miracle of condensation.’ f 

GUARDIAN ', — ‘ Mr. Lee has rendered another service to the ret^lin]^ public by 
his new biography. . . . There is an amount of solid work, an infinite paliemfc, and a 
^sense of propoition about this book which distinguishes it from tiflything of the kind 
that has so far been published.’ , 

TIMES . — ‘ Brledy we may say that Mr. Lee’s book is an admirable summary and 
survey of the Queen’s long career ; that it shows a thorough study of all the available 
printed sources and of some that are as yet unpublished ; that it is impartial, intelligent, 
and frankly expressed.’ 

DAI LY CHRONICLE.— 'X\\^ first, the best, and, indeed, in some sense the 
only real biography of the Queen is the work of Mr. Sidney Lee.’ 

DAILY TELEGRAPH is exceedingly good and surprisingly full, and it 
may be doubted whether the general outline of the Queen’s life, as here presented, will 
require much modification by future historians. ... A most able and fascinating 
volume.' • 

WORLD. — ‘Compact, judicious, and well arranged. ... A work of permanent 
historical value, and by far the most adequate record and the most weighty apfireciadon 
of the c.areer of the late Sovereign which has been forthcoming sinCfe her death.’ 

SCOTSMAN . — ‘The volume generally is one of supreme valu?^, and is extremely 
readable throughout. It is admirably arranged, and put together with all the compact- 
nes,. and skill that might be expecleiat the hands of one so experienced in the art of 
biography production as the editor of one of the greatest works of modern times.’ 

MANCHESTER GUARDI AN.t-^\\r. Lee must be s!Hd to have accomplished 
his task with great .skill and tact. . . . He contrives to draw a very human and lifelike 
portrait of a woman as well as to record the events of a Queen’s reign.’ 

MORN ING POST.— After reading f|^e biography most papple will have a clearer 
and fuller idea of Queen Victoria than they had before. Th^ will als^ have some 
conception of how history i.s made and howjarge apart she had in the maj^ing of^t.’ 


London : SMITH, ELDER, Sc CO., 15 Waterloo Place, S.W. 



•A valuable and fitting conclusion to*the great work.’- ACADEMY. 

•i / 

l 4 ::»One Volume of 1,464 jpages. 

Royal Svo. Price ^25/- net in Cloth, or ^2/- net in Half- Morocco. 

DICTIONARY Of\nATIONAL 

BIOGRAPHY INfi^X and EPITOME- 

. • \ 

Edited by SIDNEY LEE. 


.This volume is intended to form a summary guide 
t9 the vast and varied contents of the Dictionary and 
itfi Supplement. Every name, about which substantive 
biographic information is given in the sixty-lhree 
volu4ines in the Dictionary or in the three Supple- 
mentary Volun|^s, finds mention here in due alpha- 
betical order. An Epitome is given of the leading 
facts and dates that have been already recorded at 
length in the pages of the original work, and there is 
added a precise reference to the volume and page 
'wherP the full article appeals. 


AT//f:iV.-7U7h.- * The appearance of this supplement to the “Dictionary of* 
National Uiograpliy ” puft the coping-stone upon a work which is justly regarded as 
a tuiiional possession. . . . We can, indeed, conceive no volume of reference more 
indispensable to the scholar, literary man, the historian, and tlie journalist. 

Ol/TLOOh'. — 'A complete biographical dictionary, containing names and references, 
to he counted literally by the thousand, altogctlier inaccessible insKle the covers of any 
other single volume. . . . The KFITOME is worthy of the DIC 1 lONARY. Could 
greater praise be given?’ 

7’/A//t.V.~‘This newly-published INDEX AND EPITOME may seem a mere 
tritle compared to the rest, but is, in fact, a remarkable piece of work. ... As far as we 
have been able to test it, this design has been so adimrably earned out as to give tlie 
work a real value and importance of its own.' 

VVESTMI NSTER GAZETTE.— A volume of the highest practical utility. . . . 
We have tested the work by several consultations, and have found it answer exactly to 
the c.xcellent plan ouilined in its preface.’ 

PALL MAImL gazette. - ‘This final volume will convince every one of the 
Diclionary's wonderful utility, and indeed introduce the work to many who may not 
be able to afford the original volumes.' 

SCOTS M AN .-' volume of the Dictionary will soon be the best thumbed of 
them all. Only long j#d freejuent use ui^n, particular occasions w P 

of this kind; but it needs no very exhaustive scrutiny to reveal V 

is a work well organised, of exact learning, and ^ a careful compi atio . 
itself, it must largely enhance the usefulne.ss of the Dictionary which it .serv . 

/#• PR03PBCTUS POST^RBB ON APPLICATION. 

^don: SMITH, ELDER, &*CO., 1$ Waterloo Place, S.W. 
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PASSAGES FROM JPROSE WRITINGS' OF MATTHEW 

ARNOLD. Crown 8vo. 7J. jf/. f 

Contents; — i. LiteraAire. — a. ]^)litics and Society. — 3. Philosophy and Reli|,ion. ' 

LAST ESSAYS ON CHURtH AND RELIGION. ^Yith a Preface. 

Popular Kdition. Crown 8vo. •zs. (>U. ' 

, MIXED ESSAYS. Popular Edition.^ « Cr^wn 8vo. 2 ,<^. 6d. 

Contents : —Democracy — Equality — Irish ^Catholickm ly i Brj/'sh Liberali^Ti— 
t*o^o Unum est Necessarium — A Guide to English Literal^e — Fmkland— A French 
Critic on Milton — A French Critic on Goethe— George Sand. 

LITERATURE AND DOGMA : an Essay towards a Belter Apprkien- 

sion ot the Bible. Popular Kdition, v/ith :i new Preface. Crown 8vo. af. 6rf. 

GOD AND THE BIBLE: a Sequel to ‘Literature and Dogma.’ 

Popular Edition, with a new Preface. Crown 8vo. 2r. (ui. » 

ST. PAUL AND PROTESTANTISM ; with Other Essays.* Popular 

F.dition, with a new Preface. Crown 8vo. 2s. 6 ti. • ^ , 
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Volume I. — De Foe's Novels Richardson — Pope as a Moralist — Sir Walter Scott - 
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Volume III. — Charlotte Bronte — Charles Kingsley —Godwin and Shelley -Gray and 
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Ethics— State Trials— S. T. Coleridge. 

THE LIFE OF SIR JAMES FITZJAMES STEPHEN, BART., 
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In*i 3 ^olumes. Large crown 8vo. clotjv gilt tf|p, 6s. each. ^ 

THE BIOGRAPHICAL \EDITI0M OF 
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AND EACH VOLUME INCLUDES A 
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The Volumes are also supplied In Set^loth bindlnsr, gilt top, 
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1. VANITY FAIR. Wh^TTo Full-page lllust*'.ation.s, ii Woodcuts, a Facsimile 

Letter, and a new Portrait. 

2 . PENUENNIS. With 20 Full-page Illustrallorflt and lo Woodcuts. 

3. YELLOWPLUSH PAPERS, See. With 24 Full page Repr d notions of Steel 

Plates by Georgk Cruikshank, n Woodcut.s, and a Portrait of the Author by 
Maclisp,. 

4. THE MEiWOlRS OF BARRY LYNDON: THE FITZBOODLH PAPERS, 

&c With 16 Full page Illustrations by f . E, Millais, R.A., Lukk Fildes, 
A.R^., and the Author, and 14 Woodcuts. 

5. SKETCT BOOKS THE PARIS SKETCH BOOK ; THE IRISH SKETCH 

BOOK ; #JOTES OF A JOURNEY FROM CORNHILL 'IO tiRAND 
CAIRO, &c. With 16 Full-page Illustrations, 39 Woodcuts, and a Portrait 
the Author by MACt.isE. 

6. CONTRIBUTIONS TO ‘PUNCH* &C. With 20 Full i.age Illustrations, 26 

Woodcuts, and an Engraving of the Author from a Poiiiaii hy Samuki. 
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7. THE HISTORY OF HENRY ESMOND; and THE LECTURES. With 

20 Full-page Illustrations by George DU Mauki' k, F. Barnard, and Frank 
Dick SEP, R.A., and n Woodcuts. 

8. THE NEWCOMES. With 20 Full-page Illustrations by Richard Dovle and 

II Woodcuts. 

9. CHRISTMAS books! &C. With 97 FuH-pnge Illustrations, 122 Woodcuts, and 

.a Facsimile Letter. 

10. THE VIRGINIANS. iVith 20 Full-page Illustraiions. 6 Woodcuts, a Photo- 

gravure, and a new Portrait. 

11. THE ADVENTURES OF PHILIP; and A SHABBY GENTEEL STORY. 

With 24 j^uli-page Illustrations hy Frkokrick Walker and the Author, 
6 Woodcuts, a Facsimile of M.S., and 2 Facsimile Letters. 

12 . LOVEL THE WIDOWER; ROUNDABO^JT PAPERS; DENIS 

DUVAL, &c. V\ith 20 Full-page and ii Text lllu.strations hy Frederick 
WALKEif, A. R. A., Charles Keene, and the Author, and 2 p.iges of M.S. in 
facsimile.* ® _ . . , , 

13. BALLADS AND MISCELLANIES. With 35 Full-page Illustrations by the 

Author, George Cruikshank, and»JoHN Leech, 35 Woodcuts, 3 Portraits of 
Thackeray’s Ancestors, an Kngraving of the Author from a Drawing by Samuel 
Laurence- and a Photogravure, from a Drawing byCHiNNERY, of 1 hackeray 
at the age of 3, with his Father Mother. I'he volume also contains a Life 
<0 ThackerilV by Leslie Sterh#j and a Bibliography. 

• A Prospectus of the Edition^ with specimen pageSy wiii be sent post free 

• on application. 
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* The magnum opus of oup genemtion/ -Troth. , 

* A work abUfeitely indispensable to every well-fUrnished llbr anr.»— The Times 


DICTIONARY' Olf NATIONAL BIOQRAPHYi 

flnd SUPPLEMENT. 66 Volumes Royal 8vo. / Price each; 
net, in cloth ; or«in half-morocco, marbled edges, 20s. net. a 

And a CONCLUDING VOLlyME, containing an. INDEX and EPITOME 

of the whole, prieo /,!. Ss. net in aloth or i 2 s. net in half.morocco.-> 

Edited by Sir LESLIE STEPHEN, K C.B., and SIDNLY LEB. T-f 

^ edited by Sir Leslie Stetiien. \ olumes 22 ■‘o 26 ^.tited by Sir*^’SES*iE 
Stephen and Sidney Lee. Volumes 27 1063, with the thre'^SupplenKiUary Volumes, 
and ihe INDLX ANJJ KPITOaIk, edited by Sidney Lee.) 


A FEW REPRESENTATIVE. OPINIONS OF THE PRESS. 

ra/AX— ‘O ne OF THE MOST ENDUR- A'TJ/EATyh'UM. — ^ In fulnfss, m 

1N(; AND ONE OF TIIK MOST IMPORTANT THOROUGHNESS, AND IN GEN KRAL ACCURACY 

LITERARY MONUMENTS OF THE TIME IN IT LEAVES LITTLE OR NOTHING I O HR 

WHICH WE Li\'E. Indeed, It is no hyperbole desired. It compares very fi,v^ourably with 

to say that the Dictionary IS imich more than its two foreign model ' in most essential 

tins. In many respects It is unujue in its points; and in one, at least, it is dLiinttly 

immense hulk and scope, in the high standard .superior, Ne.iilier *the (merman nor the 

of excellence It maintains throughout, in the Belgian Dictionary indicates the sources 

literary eminence and scholarly reputation from whn h the matter in tTle text has been 

o. so many of its contrdiutors, in the amazing drawn with equal completenessand pr cision. 

regularity of Us appearance fn m first to last.’ A c.areful bibliographical note is appended to 

SPECTA TOE. ‘ A work or- National shortest of the articles ; .and in some 

IMPORTANCE. It will by degrees andin course note becomes ncthing 

of years correct a great natii nal fault-the less than an exhaustive critical digest the 

tendency to forget men who are worthy of o* which can .scarcely be rated loo* 

remembrance. . . No statue will recall an highly. 

eminent individual as this Dictionary of DAILY TELECR/PII.— ^ i\ Gleat 
Biography will recall them all. It ijraiore undertakini;, worthily dpsk;nf.d, and 
than a great monument to the eminent, for admirahly p;xecuted. . We may at 
It is also what a monument can seldom be— least Say that the “ Dictionary c‘‘ National^ 
^ record of their deeds. As a whole the Biography ” has achie ved in many respects 
work, which involved an infinity of labour, the ideal wliiq^ was before the mind o*" 
much judgment, and some shrewd insight Plutavch when he wrote his “Lives 0 
into character has been marvellously well Greeks and Romans" at once to amuse ai 
done, so that the great hook will probably interest himself and to edify and enhg. 1 
never be superseded, and will possibly for the world.’ 

centuries give the first impress to the judg- MORNING The greatest 

ment of the inquirer into the history and undertaking of the century in its OWN 
uoings of all English notables.’ field of endeavour. ... It must justly • 

L ITRRA TURE.~* The inception of be said tlmt this vast undertaking will fill a 
the work, its steady and business-like execu- yawning in the list of dictionaries, and 
tion, and its reception by the public mark satisfy a Uant which must have been felt, 
something like an epoch in English more^ or less strongly, by almost every 
LITERARY HISTORY. Few publications even English v>riter.’ 

in an age when collaboration is the fashion. ENGLISH HISTORIC AL REVIEW, 

have brought together so many distinguished — ‘The thoroughness of tlie work is such 
writers ; none certainly have done more to or- that the I 3 ict ionary Il&s, become an indis- 
ganise research and turn it to a practical use.* pknsable book of reference, and its 
EDINBURGH REVIEW.— * A Die- influence will Ije strongly felt on the scholar* 
tionary of Biography on this scale i.s a ship of the next generation.* 

HISTORY OF our RACE. The biographK,s of SPEAICER.~^'\:\^ book will la.st as 
sovereigns, and statesmen, and warrior*, long as -1 the English language, and 
written as they are in these volumes wkh will preserve for aiJ time not only the memory 
gjeat fulness, do in fact contain the annals I of the greater personages of English history, 
of their lives. There is not in existence a 1 which is in no danger, but of that multitude 
more complete history of England than is to L of smaller luminaries whose light would 
be found in these volumes.' blctherwisu have bec^ lost.’ ^ 

A Hull Pros/fNetus of * The Dictionary of National Biographic* with 
Specimen Pages, may be had npon mp plication, • _____ 
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